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ABSTRACT  
   
The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. Women 
represent half of the U.S. workforce, but only about one third of all American entrepreneurs are 
women. Feminists have argued that because entrepreneurship is largely understood as a 
masculine activity, women – who are predominantly socialized to espouse a feminine gender role 
– are less likely to become entrepreneurs. Previous scholarship and the particular theoretical lens 
of social feminism suggest that communication about entrepreneurship that is congruent with a 
feminine gender role would lead to the recruitment of a greater number of women entrepreneurs. 
Findings of the current study, however, suggested the opposite, providing support for 
poststructuralist feminist theory. Women who viewed a feminine entrepreneurship recruiting 
brochure about entrepreneurship reported themselves to be more feminine and less likely to 
report intentions to become entrepreneurs than women who viewed a masculine 
entrepreneurship recruiting brochure. These findings suggested that feminine communication 
may prime women to think of themselves as feminine, which may then lead them to view 
themselves as not masculine enough to be entrepreneurs. The applications of these findings 
stretch beyond engaging more women in entrepreneurship and also extend to scholarship that 
investigates gender's effects on women's pursuit of other masculine careers, including those in 
science, technology, engineering, and mathematics. Until the larger discourse on 
entrepreneurship changes to be inclusive of femininity, it is unlikely that strategies that feminize 
entrepreneurial activity in controlled situations will have an effect on changing the patterns of 
women's entrepreneurial intentions. 
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PREFACE  
 Formerly a marketing professional for entrepreneurship programs at an institution of 
higher education, I have spent two years entrenched in building and promoting entrepreneurship 
curricular and extra-curricular opportunities that will engage the greatest number of college 
students, representing men and women of all ethnicities and academic disciplines. Despite efforts 
to diversify participants in entrepreneurship programs, seed-funding competitions offered at my 
university elicited proposals primarily from men. In fact, over the last five years, the percentage of 
the university’s most prominent seed-funding competition winners who were women ranged from 
as low as 5% to a maximum of 25%. The vast majority of applicants and winners have been 
business students; and, even though about 40% of business students at the university are 
women, women have consistently represented lower than 20% of seed-funding applicants. 
Overall, the percentages of women applicants and winners are far from representative of the 
overall university population, which is comprised of slightly over 50% women. 
 My interest in diversifying students involved in entrepreneurship stemmed from my own 
experiences of being a woman in a male-dominated industry. I grew up the daughter of a 
contractor and small business owner in a conservative, rural community. As an adolescent, I 
joined my father’s small construction team, contributing to a variety of home and commercial 
remodeling projects that included roofing, drywall installation, flooring installation, and some 
plumbing and electric work, among other projects. In many ways, it is perhaps ironic that later in 
my career, my role would be to encourage college students to become entrepreneurs; at age 16, 
my motivation for pursuing a college degree was to escape the family business. 
 I was one of few women in my community who worked in the construction industry, and I 
tolerated a number of discriminatory comments from men and women alike. Even the kindest and 
seemingly best-intentioned people commented on how lucky my dad was to have “a helper,” 
remarks that were never made in reference to male staff who were of the same age and of 
arguably equal skill level. In fact, I felt my talent exceeded that of many men who worked for my 
father and who were never referred to as “a helper.” But, unlike these men, I didn’t look the part of 
a construction worker. It wasn’t that I was necessarily girly in my appearance – I wore ratty jeans 
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and paint-stained t-shirts like the rest of the crew, but there was no mistaking that I was shorter 
and more slender or that I had a long, blonde ponytail. There was no mistaking that I had breasts 
(despite my attempts to hide them). I didn’t have the same gait or posture as the other staff, and I 
didn’t have equal physical strength, either. I had never thought of myself as particularly feminine, 
but without a doubt, I was the most feminine staff member on our team, and for many men and 
women with whom I interacted in the field, it seemed simply unfathomable how a woman like me 
could be an asset in a field as masculine as construction.  
I saw a similar story unfold within entrepreneurship when I accepted a position to create 
and market entrepreneurship curricular and extra-curricular programs within higher education. I 
met with individuals who were determined to create new businesses to provide important 
healthcare resources to those in need, to ensure the sustainability of our environment and planet, 
or to build jobs and create economic reform for the most troubled geographic sectors locally and 
worldwide. As much as I admired these entrepreneurs, I could not help but notice that most were 
men, and I quickly discovered that the university’s grand narrative of entrepreneurship – the 
stories we told and retold about starting businesses – rarely included the voices of women; 
unfortunately, there were so few women success stories because there were so few women 
entrepreneurs to begin with. Of the few women entrepreneurs who I had gotten to know 
personally, I learned about the challenges they faced in creating businesses. I saw how, in many 
ways, these women’s experiences resembled my own from the time I worked in construction with 
my father. 
 I found it important to support women entrepreneurs not only because of my resentment 
for the unique challenges they faced but also because I began to view entrepreneurship as a 
mechanism for establishing a leadership role in communities and generating wealth, both of 
which I felt could liberate women from patriarchal oppression. By this time, I had recognized that 
my views aligned with a feminist ideology. I had learned new language while pursuing a master’s 
degree that allowed me to identify how systems had oppressed women, and I saw those same 
systems at play in the field of entrepreneurship and in the practice of marketing entrepreneurship 
curricular and extra-curricular activities to college students. I reflected on bell hooks’ (1994) words 
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in Teaching to Transgress: Education as the Practice of Freedom. hooks (1994) argued that 
students’ disinterest and apathy toward the learning experience originated in the discriminatory 
racist and sexist policies and practices of educational institutions. To hooks (1994), educators 
had an obligation beyond teaching students reading, writing, and arithmetic that included igniting 
in them the passion and reflexivity to understand their social realities. I took hooks’ (1994) words 
to heart, reflecting on how teaching women to understand their own social realities could position 
them to critique and engage in male-dominated fields, including entrepreneurship. I began to 
actively seek ways to build self-awareness among women, and one method to do so that fell 
under my purview was marketing. 
As a marketing practitioner, I spent two years conducting action research, a systematic 
approach to investigation that enables people to improve their work by finding effective solutions 
to problems they routinely confront (Coghlan & Brannick, 2009; McNiff & Whitehead, 2009; 
Stringer, 2007). Action research is based on the concept that generalized solutions may not fit 
particular contexts or groups of people (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2007; McNiff & Whitehead, 
2002; Stringer, 2007). In these situations, action research provides a helpful method to analyze a 
problem within a highly defined context and generate and test possible solutions for a very 
specific group of people (Cohen et al., 2007; McNiff & Whitehead, 2002; Stringer, 2007). The 
primary purpose of action research is to provide an organized method to engage in inquiry that 
will result in the accomplishment of a very particular desired goal, helping individuals and the 
immediate communities in which those individuals work (Coghlan & Brannick, 2009; Stringer, 
2007). The basic action research process is cyclical and involves reflecting on one’s current 
practice, defining and describing a problem, analyzing and theorizing to explore and interpret the 
problem, imagining a solution, and acting to implement and evaluate the solution, which leads to 
further data gathering and description of the problem (Coghlan & Brannick, 2009; Cohen et al., 
2007; McNiff & Whitehead, 2002; Reason & Bradbury, 2008; Stringer, 2007).  
My work as an action researcher began by recognizing the underrepresentation of 
women among college students engaged in entrepreneurship curricular and extracurricular 
programs. Engaging women in entrepreneurship was important because of the social and 
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economic value their businesses would offer and because of the power that leading a business 
could offer to women, themselves. To address this problem of practice, I explored possible 
causes for this problem, implemented a variety of potential solutions, and tested those solutions 
through iterated focus groups and interviews to ultimately create change in practice based on 
action research results. My work as an action researcher suggested that describing 
entrepreneurship in new ways was necessary in order to be inclusive of individuals who do not 
identify with words they felt were typically associated with entrepreneurship, including “business,” 
“technology,” “risk,” and “revenue,” among other terms and phrases. I felt that increased 
participation rates among women in the university’s entrepreneurship opportunities that have 
minimized the use of these words were an indicator of how effective this practice might be to 
encourage women to recognize themselves as entrepreneurial. For example, after renaming a 
university micro-grant competition from Entrepreneur Advantage Project (EAP) to the Innovation 
Challenge, competition organizers noted an increase of female applicants from 10% to 25%. 
Through focus groups, I deduced that this difference could be attributed to women feeling that the 
EAP was targeted toward individuals who had business acumen, which many women felt they 
lacked. The Innovation Challenge, on the other hand, challenged students to make a difference in 
their communities and solve community problems through innovative business ideas; because 
women tended to see themselves as competent change makers and social innovators, they were 
more motivated to apply for the Innovation Challenge than the EAP. Despite informal focus 
groups and anecdotal data suggesting that women’s perceptions of entrepreneurship are altered 
by how entrepreneurship opportunities are promoted, no direct test has been conducted. The 
current study represents a step toward better understanding women’s entrepreneurial motivations 
and intentions and how they are shaped by communication. 
The feminist ideology I developed and used to understand women entrepreneurs as a 
practitioner was also embedded in the current study. As Harding (1987) has said, feminist 
research is not distinguished by its methods – the process through which observations and 
information is collected and shared – but by its methodology – the underlying theoretical stance 
regarding what research should be conducted and what the goals of such research should be. 
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Feminist researchers ground their research in the experiences of women with the aims of 
understanding and improving women’s lives (Harding, 1987; Hesse-Biber, 2011). To engage in 
feminist research means to challenge research that unknowingly excludes – that makes 
discoveries about men and assumes that such discoveries generalize to women and other 
oppressed groups (Hesse-Biber, 2011). The current study invited the participation of women 
undergraduate students of all backgrounds, ranging from those who have no experience with 
entrepreneurship and may not know what entrepreneurship means to those who have rich 
entrepreneurial experience. Feminist methodology provided a way for me to explore these 
traditionally marginalized experiences. It is my hope as a feminist researcher that the findings of 
this dissertation will be used to empower and liberate women. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
A critical driver of the American economy is the strength of its entrepreneurial culture 
(Carree & Thurik, 2010; Haltiwanger, Jarmin, & Miranda, 2010; Kane, 2010; Romer, 1994; Van 
Praag & Versloot, 2007; Van Stel, Carree, & Thurik, 2005). In fact, in the absence of 
entrepreneurial activity, U.S. net job creation during the recent American recession would not 
have been merely in a state of declination, but would have been negative, demonstrating the 
absolute necessity of entrepreneurship for a healthy and growing economy (Kane, 2010). Women 
make up slightly more than half of the potential U.S. workforce (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010), yet 
remain underrepresented among entrepreneurs (Allen, Elam, Langowitz, & Dean, 2008; Klapper 
& Parker, 2011; Robb & Coleman, 2009). 
The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s behavioral intentions regarding entrepreneurship, including nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship. In the following sections, I explain why women’s disproportionately lower 
engagement in entrepreneurship is a problem and from where this problem may originate, with a 
focus on communication. I then describe the study’s theoretical approach and the context for the 
research. Finally, I conclude with my anticipated contributions of the study and how my work 
advances the body of literature on women and entrepreneurship. 
Statement of the Problem 
Entrepreneurship thrives in the U.S., where about 7 of every 100 adults are in the 
process of creating a new business (Reynolds, Carter, Gartner, Green, & Cox, 2002). These 
business owners are a job creation force for the U.S. economy (Haltiwanger et al., 2009). 
Entrepreneurs employ about 50 percent of all workers in the U.S. private sector and have created 
between 60 and 80 percent of all new jobs over the past several decades (Minniti, Bygrave, & 
Autio, 2005).  
Research demonstrates that more men than women are engaged in entrepreneurial 
activity (Allen et al., 2011), with only 35 percent of entrepreneurial activity led by women (Robb & 
Coleman, 2009). At the same time, women offer unique skills to business leadership, which have 
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been shown to enhance company financial performance, increase corporate innovation, improve 
workgroup performance, and advance the private sector (Anita Borg Institute, 2014; Bear, 
Rahman, & Post, 2010; Williams, 2003). Specific to entrepreneurship, several studies have 
demonstrated women business owners’ tendency to define their accomplishments in terms of 
community wellbeing (Hanson, 2009; Robinson, Blockson, & Robinson, 2007; Rosser, 2009; Still 
& Timms, 2000; Trauger, Sachs, Barbercheck, Brasier, & Kiernan, 2010). Thus, encouraging 
women to pursue entrepreneurship is important because of the value women offer to overall 
growth in the private sector and to broad social and economic prosperity (Mirchandani, 1999; 
Morris, Miyasaki, Watters, & Coombes; Robb & Coleman, 2009; Robinson et al., 2007; Smith-
Hunter & Boyd, 2004). Failure to encourage and facilitate women’s participation in entrepreneurial 
activities handicaps the ability of the U.S. to meet its social and economic potential (Mirchandani, 
1999; Mitchell, 2011; Morris et al., 2006; Robb & Coleman, 2009; Smith-Hunter & Boyd, 2004). 
Seeing the potential benefits of engaging women in entrepreneurship, policy makers, 
educators, and researchers have focused attention in recent years on understanding women’s 
entrepreneurial motivations and behavior (Langowitz, Sharpe, & Godwyn, 2006; Morris et al., 
2006; Robb & Coleman, 2009). Though women’s entrepreneurship research is in relative infancy 
compared with other more developed disciplines (de Bruin, Brush & Welter, 2007), the practice 
and study of entrepreneurship have been critiqued by a community of feminists who advocate for 
a focus in scholarship on gender (e.g., Ahl, 2006; Brush, 1992; Mirchandani, 1999; Stevenson, 
1990). 
Gender. Feminist scholars originally developed the term gender to distinguish socially 
constructed sex, the social practices associated with masculinity and femininity, from biological 
sex, one’s physiological sex determined by male or female body parts (Acker, 1992). One learns 
to express masculine and feminine gender roles through social interactions; from birth, females 
are socialized to espouse and perpetuate the role of women as caring and nurturing, while males 
are socialized to espouse and perpetuate the role of men as strong and assertive (Chodorow, 
1978; Rubin, 1975). By perpetuating these gender roles, women and men create gendered 
behavior, activities that are normative for predominantly one sex (Chodorow, 1978; Martin, 1998). 
  3 
Gender represents a critical element of identity, such that acting in accordance with prescribed 
gender roles is not only encouraged, but is viewed by women and men as an achievement (West 
& Zimmerman, 1987). 
A number of feminist scholars have argued that gender develops through everyday 
interactions, and resultantly, the meanings and practices of gender are continually negotiated and 
are dependent upon context (Butler, 1990). This perspective stands in contrast to the view that 
gender is an innate and inherent source of one’s identity, dictated by his/her sex. McDowell 
(2003) and Hanson (2009) argue that it is both possible and valuable to hold these divergent 
views at the same time; each ideology offers value to feminist research, as they provide unique 
perspectives for understanding oppression. Institutions and people create and perpetuate 
gendered expectations for the behaviors of men and women, and these stereotypical beliefs are 
very powerful in that individuals are held accountable to their sex category in expressing gender 
roles (Butler, 1990; Garcia & Welter, 2013; Mavin & Grandy, 2012). At the same time, feminists 
have recognized that cultural meanings of femininity and masculinity are incredibly 
heterogeneous, and there is rich variance in the gender identities of women and men (Ahl, 2006). 
While women and men have agency in the construction of their gender identities, this agency is 
restricted by the gender identities that institutions impose upon them (Garcia & Welter, 2013). As 
such, this study recognizes that women have agency to adopt a masculine or feminine gender 
role, but as many scholars have argued, they are predominantly socialized to espouse a 
feminine, rather than a masculine, identity (Acker, 1992; Chodorow, 1978; Martin, 1998; Rubin, 
1975). 
Entrepreneurship and masculinity. Feminist scholars argue that entrepreneurship 
discourse – the ways in which entrepreneurship is presented, viewed, and understood (Ahl, 2006) 
– is male-gendered, bound with masculinity (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Brush, 1992; Mirchandani, 
1999; Stevenson, 1990). Discourse analysis has shown that words used to describe 
entrepreneurs (e.g., assertive, risk-taking, etc.) are more similar to words that describe 
masculinity (e.g., aggressive, adventurous, etc.) than words that describe femininity (e.g., 
agreeable, collaborative, etc.) (Ahl, 2006). Most often, the entrepreneur is viewed as a self-made 
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man who is daring, decisive, and determined to conquer (Ahl, 2006). In fact, metaphors of the 
entrepreneur as warrior, superman, captain, pioneer, and sportsman have proliferated popular 
press and common descriptions of the entrepreneur (Drakopoulou Dodd & Anderson, 2007; Pitt, 
1998).  
The masculinity evident in entrepreneurial discourse is important, as identity scholars 
assert that discourse affects the ability to identify as an entrepreneur such that self-identifying 
with stories and descriptions of entrepreneurs can enhance participation in entrepreneurship 
(Anderson & Warren, 2011; Down & Warren, 2008; Hytti, 2005). Feminists argue that defining 
entrepreneurship through masculine discourse has largely prevented women from identifying as 
entrepreneurs, as being an entrepreneur (e.g., being assertive) is likely to necessitate that 
women sacrifice elements of their feminine identities (e.g., being collaborative) (Ahl & Marlow, 
2012; Marlow & Patton, 2005). Such a sacrifice may be difficult for such women to make given 
that gender is central to identity (West & Zimmerman, 1987) and the predominant socialization of 
women to espouse a feminine gender role (Acker, 1992; Chodorow, 1978; Martin, 1998; Rubin, 
1975). 
Entrepreneurship and femininity. Although feminists have argued that 
entrepreneurship discourse is closely associated with masculinity, research has indicated that 
there are forms of entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial behaviors that align well with femininity 
(Levie & Hart, 2011; Pines, Lerner, & Schwartz, 2011; Teasdale, McKay, Phillimore, & Teasdale, 
2011). In a qualitative study of women and men entrepreneurs, for example, Hytti and Heinonen 
(2013) found that women were able to view themselves as entrepreneurial when they received 
training that countered the view that entrepreneurship is a masculine activity and demonstrated a 
variety of ways to act entrepreneurially. These women became interested in low-tech business 
ideas (e.g., organic farming) that contributed to social wellbeing (Hytti & Heinonen, 2013). 
Similarly, quantitative work by Levie and Hart (2011) and Pines et al. (2011) has found that 
women are more likely to pursue the creation of businesses that have a social or environmental 
focus – which they argue is congruent with a feminine gender identity of caring and being 
communally focused – than businesses that do not have a social or environmental focus. 
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Nonprofit organizations represent a specific type of business that aligns with femininity, 
yet research has yet to explore women’s preferences for nonprofit versus for-profit 
entrepreneurship. Nonprofit organizations focus on pro-social behaviors, mutuality, voluntary 
labor, and the production of societal goods (Lohmann, 1988). In a technical sense, a nonprofit 
can be defined as an organization that denies the distribution of residual earnings to individuals 
who control the business; instead, residual earnings are dedicated to funding future services or 
are distributed to individuals who do not control the business (Hansmann, 1980). Thus, nonprofit 
organizations prioritize supporting others over financial returns (Lohmann, 1988). The goals of 
nonprofit organizations are congruent with femininity (e.g., nurturing, caregiving, etc.) as well as 
research that has demonstrated women entrepreneurs’ tendency to value the social impact of 
their work (Austin, Stevenson, & Wei-Skillern, 2006; Levie & Hart, 2011; Trauger et al., 2010). 
Communication. Research from the advertising literature has demonstrated that 
consumers have a preference for products that are advertised using communication that matches 
the gender identities they view as representative of themselves (Feiereisen, Broderick, & 
Douglas, 2009; Fry, 1971; Gentry, Doering, & O’Brien, 1978; Putrevu, 2004; Worth, Smith, & 
Mackie, 1992). Ads that communicate the femininity of products (e.g., an ad that refers to a 
perfume as “elegant” and/or uses pictures of flowers or women in pink dresses who avert their 
eyes) elicit stronger consumer response from feminine individuals than masculine individuals 
(Feiereisen et al., 2009). Research has also demonstrated that manipulating communication to 
demonstrate a career’s compatibility with femininity can positively affect women’s career attitudes 
and behavior (Marshall & Brown, 2004; National Academy of Engineering, 2008). To date, 
research has not explored whether feminine communication about entrepreneurship would affect 
women’s entrepreneurial motivations and intentions. 
Summary. In summary, though entrepreneurship is beneficial to society, relatively few 
women become entrepreneurs. Feminist scholars have concluded that entrepreneurship is a 
gendered activity, and the widespread perception of entrepreneurship as masculine, coupled with 
the socialization of women to identify with a feminine gender role, has meant that many women 
have been unable to identify as entrepreneurs and thus do not pursue entrepreneurship (Ahl & 
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Marlow, 2012). At the same time, entrepreneurship that focuses on social good, including 
nonprofit entrepreneurship, aligns with femininity (Levie & Hart, 2011; Pines et al., 2011). 
Following Ahl and Marlow’s (2012) logic, these types of entrepreneurship should allow more 
women to see themselves as entrepreneurs and pursue entrepreneurship. These findings 
suggest that communicating entrepreneurship as a feminine activity could enhance women’s 
entrepreneurial intentions. The current study advances scholarship on gender and 
entrepreneurship by measuring the effect of gendered communication on women’s behavioral 
intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. 
Statement of Purpose and Theoretical Approach 
The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. This study was 
guided by feminist ideology and used Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior (TPB) as a 
framework to measure women’s behavioral intentions. The sections below briefly describe each 
of these frameworks. 
Feminism. This study was guided by a feminist ideology, both in terms of theoretical lens 
and methodology. Feminism promotes the study of women’s unique needs, their subordination, 
power differentials within social interactions, and the need to improve women’s wellbeing (Ahl, 
2006; Calas, Smircich, & Bourne, 2007; de Bruin et al., 2007; Hughes, Jennings, Brush, Carter, & 
Welter, 2012). The goal of feminist theory is to end women’s oppression by creating a conceptual 
framework capable of illuminating women’s experiences and perspectives (Calas et al., 2007). 
Feminist theory refers to a diverse family of theories that share an emphasis on the 
historical domination of women by men (Ahl, 2002; Calas et al., 2007; Greer & Greene, 2003). 
Social feminism, a member of this family of theories prominent in the entrepreneurship 
scholarship (e.g., Becker-Blease & Sohl, 2007; Fischer, Reuber, & Dyke, 1993; Greer & Greene, 
2003; Heilbrunn, 2004; Morris et al., 2006; Orser, Spence, Riding, & Carrington, 2010; Robb & 
Watson, 2012), theorizes that differences during early and continuous socialization lead women 
and men to inherently differ; women have been socialized to think, feel, and act in ways 
congruent with femininity while men have been socialized to think, feel, and act in ways 
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congruent with masculinity (Greer & Greene, 2003). Regardless of these differences, social 
feminism argues that men and women develop equally valuable qualities to society (Ahl, 2002; 
Greer & Greene, 2003). This study’s hypotheses about women’s entrepreneurial intentions were 
based on social feminism’s claim that women are likely to think, feel, and act in ways congruent 
with a feminine gender identity. 
Feminist empiricism is a research method that combines empiricist methodology with the 
goals of feminism (Harding, 1987). Key to feminist empiricism is the practice of “strong 
objectivity,” the process of starting research from the experiences of individuals who have 
traditionally been ignored in scholarship (Harding, 1993). Harding (1993) argues that by 
beginning inquiry with the experiences of those who have been historically ignored in research, 
more objective and relevant knowledge – stronger objectivity – about phenomena can be 
discovered because subordinated groups offer an outsider’s understanding of the behaviors and 
perspectives of dominant groups. As a result of their enhanced understanding of dominant 
groups, subordinated groups can more clearly illuminate dominant ways of thinking and acting 
(Harding, 1993). This illumination can then be used to alter power differentials among subordinate 
and dominant groups (Harding, 1993). For these reasons, feminist empiricism was used in the 
current study. 
Because this research was focused on women’s behavioral intentions as they relate to 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship, this study did not include comparisons between women 
and men. Feminists have argued that entrepreneurship studies that investigate between-sex 
differences often compare women to a masculine standard of performance with regard to size of 
business, entrepreneurial skill, and so on (Ahl, 2006; Hanson, 2009). A number of feminist 
scholars have called for greater attention to understanding the complexities of how women define 
and understand entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial success (Ahl, 2006; Calas et al., 2007; de 
Bruin et al., 2007; Hughes et al., 2012). These scholars caution against making between-sex 
comparisons, as they may oversimplify our understanding of women entrepreneurs (Ahl & 
Marlow, 2012). 
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The study used both qualitative and quantitative methodologies and began with the 
experiences of women, whose experiences have been historically under-researched in the 
entrepreneurship literature (Bird & Brush, 2002; Levenburg, Lane, & Schwarz, 2006; Stevenson, 
1990). Qualitative methods, specifically focus groups, were used to explore women’s 
understanding of entrepreneurship communication. A quantitative methodological approach 
followed, whereby college women were randomly assigned to an experimental condition that 
manipulated communication about entrepreneurship; women then self-reported their motivations 
and behavioral intentions to start a nonprofit organization and for-profit business. 
Theory of planned behavior. As a framework to quantitatively understand women’s 
responses to entrepreneurship communication, this study used Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned 
behavior (TPB). TPB proposes that intention is the most significant determinant of an individual’s 
behavior, particularly when the behavior necessitates a significant amount of energy or time to 
perform (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Krueger & Carsrud, 1993; Krueger, Reilly, & Carsrud, 2000). 
Engaging in entrepreneurial activity is an example of such a behavior (Krueger et al., 2000). 
Strong entrepreneurial intention ultimately results in entrepreneurial activity, even though the 
opportunity to engage in such behavior may be delayed (Krueger et al., 2000). 
TPB is the dominant theory of behavior prediction used in entrepreneurship research 
(Carsrud & Brannback, 2011) and is a robust model for understanding entrepreneurial 
motivations, intentions, and behavior in a wide variety of intercultural contexts (Engle, Dimitriadi, 
Gavidia, Schlaegel, Delanoe, Alvarado, He, Baume, & Wolff, 2010; Kautonen, Gelderen, & Fink, 
2013). TPB includes three motivational constructs that underlie intentions: attitudes toward the 
behavior, perceived social norms regarding the behavior, and self-efficacy relevant to the 
behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy directly influence intentions, and 
intentions directly influence behavior (Ajzen, 1991). 
Context of the Study 
Within the U.S. educational system, higher education institutions in particular have 
created an environment that largely promotes entrepreneurship (Katz, 2003; Kirby, 2004; Vesper 
& Garter, 1997). Today’s American college-aged generation is the most entrepreneurial 
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generation of the past two centuries (Kuratko, 2005), and individuals aged 20-34 represent nearly 
a third of entrepreneurs in the U.S (Fairlie, 2012). In response to rising demand among students, 
institutions of higher education have increased their entrepreneurship curricular and extra-
curricular program offerings (Katz, 2003; Marcum, Perry, & McGowan, 2010; Rideout & Gray, 
2013; Russell, Atchison, & Brooks, 2008; McMullen & Long, 1987; Solomon, Weaver, & Fernald, 
1994; Vesper & Garter, 1997). More than 400,000 students enroll in entrepreneurship courses 
annually at universities nationwide (Finkle, Kuratko, & Goldsby, 2006). Unfortunately, more men 
than women participate in entrepreneurship education (Choi, Jeong, & Kehoe, 2012; Mitchell, 
2011; Petridou, Sarri, & Kyrgidou, 2008; Wilson, Kickul, & Marlino, 2007). The demographics of 
these educational opportunities reflect national demographics of entrepreneurs, making this 
context well suited for the current study. 
Expected Contributions 
This research makes several contributions to the gender and entrepreneurship literature. 
First, the study contributes to a greater understanding of women’s perceptions of 
entrepreneurship. Ahl and Marlow (2012) argue that the importance of research focused on 
exploring women’s perspectives is in reshaping how entrepreneurship is understood. 
Entrepreneurship research has assumed that starting a business requires predominantly 
masculine qualities, but feminist scholarship on entrepreneurship begins with the experiences of 
women (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; de Bruin et al., 2007; Calas et al., 2007). Advancing 
entrepreneurship scholarship on women, without simplistically comparing women to men, has the 
potential to create a ripple effect: enhancing the understanding of women entrepreneurs can 
ultimately lead to the development of new dimensions to how scholars subsequently define and 
study entrepreneurship (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; de Bruin et al., 2007). 
Second, this study examined whether women view nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship as different activities. Determining women’s motivations and behavioral 
intentions toward nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship can provide an enhanced 
understanding of whether women do in fact gravitate toward forms of entrepreneurship that focus 
on social good. These findings can be applied to the creation of entrepreneurship education 
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programs that are designed to appeal to women’s unique perspectives regarding 
entrepreneurship. 
Third, this study examined the effects of entrepreneurship communication on women’s 
entrepreneurial intentions. According to Ahl (2007), there is a scarcity of empirical research that 
investigates how the intersection of gender and entrepreneurship discourse negatively affects or 
enables entrepreneurial activity. The current study’s findings add to this body of work and to 
related bodies of work focused on attracting women to other male-dominated careers. This 
research can be applied to the use of communication to market entrepreneurship education 
programs that promote awareness and attract more women, who are traditionally 
underrepresented in these programs (Choi et al., 2012). In general, policymakers have focused 
progressively on education as a critical step to promote entrepreneurial activity (Rideout & Gray, 
2013). Higher levels of education are associated with increased rates of entrepreneurial activity 
(Fairlie, 2012). Organizations such as women’s business centers and women-focused 
entrepreneurship training programs have increased in number in the past few decades, and while 
these educational programs are effective, they serve a relatively low number of women (Godwyn, 
2009; Langowitz et al., 2006). Attracting women to educational programs benefits women 
themselves, allowing them to receive greater entrepreneurial training. As a result of participation 
in these programs, women should ultimately perform better as entrepreneurs (Langowitz et al., 
2006). Women’s enhanced participation in entrepreneurship can lead to regional and national 
social and economic development (Morris et al., 2006; Robb & Coleman, 2009; Pines et al., 2011; 
Robinson et al., 2007). 
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
 Kruger and Brazeal (1994) define entrepreneurship as the pursuit of an opportunity, 
regardless of existing resources. This contemporary definition implies that entrepreneurship is a 
neutral career choice, yet research has demonstrated that women are largely underrepresented 
among entrepreneurs (Robb & Coleman, 2009). While 6.2 of every 100 U.S. adults aged 18 and 
older are in the process of starting new businesses (Reynolds et al., 2002), men aged 25 to 34 
comprise the demographic group most entrepreneurially active (U.S. Census Bureau, 2010). In 
fact, men are twice as likely as women to be involved in starting a new business (Reynolds et al., 
2002).  
The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. To lay a 
foundation for the study, I begin with a definition of entrepreneurship and description of the 
pathways through which it has become an established higher education discipline, the context for 
the current study. A summary of Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior follows, providing a 
framework for investigating women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship. I then define feminist theory as a guiding theoretical approach to this study, 
with a focus in particular on gender socialization. Chapter 2 concludes by drawing on social 
feminist theory to create a set of hypotheses that measure the effect of gendered communication 
on women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. 
Defining Entrepreneurship 
 The promotion of business creation dates back several centuries, but it was not until the 
18th century that the word “entreprendre” made its first appearance, coined by Richard Cantillon 
and used to refer to the act of beginning a business (Grigg, 1994; Peneder, 2009). The concept of 
entrepreneurship – defined at the time as business creation – was not popularized until nearly a 
century later by economist Jean-Baptiste Say (Grigg, 1994). Say emphasized the vital role of the 
entrepreneur in advancing economic development and placed entrepreneurship at the hub of 
economic theory (Grigg, 1994). 
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 How entrepreneurship is defined has changed dramatically over the past century. Today, 
few scholars agree on the definition of entrepreneurship, partially because of the interdisciplinary 
nature of the concept (Peneder, 2009). Scholars from a wide variety of fields –including 
economics, business, organizational behavior, psychology, and sociology – have each 
contributed to the study and practice of entrepreneurship (Peneder, 2009). Further, most 
individuals define entrepreneurship through one or a combination of several principal ideas: 
characteristics/skills of an entrepreneur, innovation, venture creation, value creation, profit 
generation, growth potential, uniqueness, and owning or managing an ongoing firm (Gartner, 
1990). Different beliefs about the definition of entrepreneurship shape practitioners’ experiences, 
as well as the types and scope of the studies researchers conduct, causing the field of 
entrepreneurship to be incredibly broad and the concept’s definition to be fairly ambiguous 
(Gartner, 1990; Peneder, 2009). 
This study used Kruger and Brazeal’s (1994) definition of entrepreneurship, where 
entrepreneurship represents the pursuit of an opportunity, regardless of existing resources. 
Although it is frequently assumed in the entrepreneurship literature that starting a business 
results in profit generation, new businesses may be for-profit or nonprofit in nature, and thus, 
entrepreneurship encompasses both (Ruvio, Rosenblatt, & Hertz-Lazarowitz, 2010). A nonprofit 
organization is one that legally cannot distribute its earnings to those who control the organization 
(Hansmann, 1980). Nonprofit organizations contribute social wellbeing by providing new services 
or by promoting social goals (Ruvio et al., 2010). For nonprofit organizations, profit generation is 
not an end goal, but a means to an end (Ruvio et al., 2010). For for-profit entities, the opposite is 
true; that is, the end goal is profit generation (Ruvio et al., 2010). Both nonprofit and for-profit 
forms of entrepreneurship are recognized in the current study; the purpose of the study was to 
measure the effect of gendered communication on women’s behavioral intentions regarding 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. 
Context of the Study: Higher Education 
 Over the past fifty years, American universities have shifted dramatically from elite 
communities of scholars fueled chiefly by the ambition to create knowledge to consumer-oriented 
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enterprises driven predominantly by the need to generate profit (Grigg, 1994; Kirp, 2003; Liu & 
Dubinsky, 2000). This ripe environment for entrepreneurial activity in postsecondary education 
developed as a result of at least two critical factors: the acceptance of the neoliberal agenda, the 
notion that human wellbeing can be advanced best through markets free from government 
intervention (Harvey, 2005); and globalization and the need for innovation (Bloom, Hartley, & 
Rosovsky, 2006). Cumulatively, these dynamics have resulted in universities’ endorsement of 
entrepreneurship as a higher education practice (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997); and, as universities 
have engaged in increasingly greater amounts of entrepreneurial activity, so, too, have scholars 
increasingly studied entrepreneurial behavior and taught entrepreneurship principles (Bloom et 
al., 2006; Harvey, 2005). The next several sections elaborate on entrepreneurship’s growth in 
higher education and conclude with a discussion of demographics of entrepreneurship students, 
describing the relevancy of this particular context for the current study. 
Growth of the entrepreneurial university. The growth of entrepreneurship in higher 
education was caused in part by two decades of legislative decisions to decrease financial 
support of state educational institutions (Bloom et al., 2006; Finkle et al., 2006; Grigg, 1994; 
Hovey, 1999; Liu & Dubinsky, 2000; Pittaway & Cope, 2007; Tandberg, 2010). Deep funding cuts 
set universities back to per-student funding rates common decades before (Slaughter & Leslie, 
1997). Higher education administrators did not interpret these cuts to be a temporary deviation in 
a long-standing pattern of increasing governmental support; rather, spending cuts to education 
were predicted to be the new reality to which institutions would need to adapt (Breneman, 1993). 
 Changes to institutions’ state funding were further complicated by the growth in demand 
for postsecondary degrees (Bloom et al., 2006). Earning a four-year postsecondary degree, once 
viewed as a mere accelerant to one’s financial success, has become imperative to long-term 
financial security (Attewell & Lavin, 2007; Bloom et al., 2003; Isaacs, Sawhill, & Haskins, 2010; 
The College Board, 2008). As a result of a postsecondary degree’s growing importance to 
financial success (Bloom et al., 2003), enrollments at universities have grown by over 25 percent 
in the past decade (The College Board, 2013), and by 2017, even modest estimates of enrollment 
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show an increase between two and four million individuals (National Center for Education 
Statistics, 2014). 
 Faced with depleting state support while at the same time serving a continually growing 
number of students, higher education institutions have transferred a great deal of their expenses 
to students through doubling and even tripling inflation-adjusted tuition rates over the past 30 
years (Lynch, 2006; The College Board, 2013). Increasing the cost of tuition to offset depleting 
state funds altered the purpose of higher education; whereas previously the predominant mission 
of institutions was to promote public good, they began to behave as consumer-oriented and 
market-driven entities with the purpose of generating revenue (Kirp, 2003; Lynch, 2006; 
Rutherford, 2005; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). Increasingly, students 
are viewed as a market, while education is treated as a competitive product (Bloom et al., 2006; 
Harvey, 2005; Kirp, 2003; Liu & Dubinsky, 2000). Thus, the neoliberal agenda took hold in higher 
education (Harvey, 2005). 
 At the same time that the neoliberal agenda was gaining strength in postsecondary 
education, the link between higher education and the U.S. economy began to take shape. The 
passing of the Morrill Act of 1862, the establishment of land grant institutions, was an initial 
manifestation of public belief in this link and was meant to ensure the U.S. remained competitive 
during the industrial revolution (Mars, Bercovitz, & James, 2009; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). A 
century later, these beliefs had grown stronger, resulting in the Bayh-Dole Act of 1980, which 
permitted colleges and universities to profit from federally funded research that resulted in 
inventions and intellectual property (Kenney & Patton, 2009; Markman, Siegel, & Wright, 2008; 
Mowery & Sampat, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Valentin & Jensen, 2007). This legislation 
was adopted to incentivize the transfer and commercialization of university-based innovations 
and thus bolster the U.S. economy (Kenney & Patton, 2009; Markman et al., 2008; Mowery & 
Sampat, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004; Valentin & Jensen, 2007). 
The 1980s were a turning point for the role of innovation in the research institution; during 
this decade, globalization became a prominent threat to U.S. economic competitiveness 
(Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). Corporations became more aggressive in their quest to remain 
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competitive and turned to universities for advanced technologies (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). It 
was at this same time that federal spending on higher education had begun to slow, providing 
institutions with a greater incentive to collaborate with the private sector (Slaughter & Leslie, 
1997).  
 As innovation became more critical to the role of the postsecondary institution, higher 
education began to attract new private donors who had a particular interest in addressing 
economic and societal challenges (Cole, 2010; Thorp & Goldstein, 2010). Innovation, central to 
any meaningful response to local and global crises, became a focus for universities, and an 
emphasis on entrepreneurship, an act of commercializing innovation, followed suit (Grigg, 1994). 
Since 1980, American universities have spun off more than 2,200 firms to commercialize 
innovations born of research, created 260,000 jobs in the process, and contributed over $40 
billion annually to the U.S. economy (Kirchhoff, Armington, Hasan, & Newber, 2002). From 
initiating licensing partnerships with the private sector (Cohen & Kisker, 2009) to privatizing 
campus services (e.g., housing) (Lynch, 2006) and building and selling online programs to 
respond to new markets (Kirp, 2003), institutions of higher education today engage in 
entrepreneurial activity at unprecedented levels (Etzkowitz, 2004; Markman et al., 2008).  
 Once regarded merely as a means to address budget reductions, entrepreneurial activity 
is now championed at postsecondary institutions (Etzkowitz, 2004; Kirp, 2003; Owen-Smith, 
2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004) and even viewed as a necessary activity among university 
researchers (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). Further, not only has entrepreneurial activity in higher 
education grown in popularity; it has also become highly successful, relative to the 
entrepreneurial activity occurring external to higher education institutions. In fact, eight percent of 
university spinouts go public, a rate more than double than that of U.S. enterprises generally 
(Thorpe & Goldstein, 2010). Higher education has become a leader in entrepreneurship (Cole, 
2010; Etzkowitz, 2004; Kirp, 2003; Owen-Smith, 2005; Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). 
Development of entrepreneurship curriculum. During its formative years, 
entrepreneurship was a unique and very small discipline. Some authors cite the Harvard 
Business School as the first to offer coursework in entrepreneurship, beginning in the mid- to late 
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1940s (Katz, 2003; Kirby, 2004; Mwasalwiba, 2010; Vesper & Garter, 1997); others claim the first 
such course was offered at Massachusetts Institute of Technology in the late 1950s (McMullen & 
Long, 1987). Regardless of entrepreneurship coursework’s inception in postsecondary education, 
few institutions pursued the creation of entrepreneurship curriculum at all until the 1970s, and in 
the decades that followed, the discipline flourished (Solomon, 2007; Vesper & Gartner, 1997). 
 In fact, the rapid growth of entrepreneurship as an academic field is well-documented 
between the 1970s and the present. In 1970, roughly 25 postsecondary institutions offered 
entrepreneurship courses, growing to 150 by 1980 (McMullen & Long, 1987). By the early 1990s, 
universities were offering more than mere courses; over 50 universities offered clusters of four or 
more entrepreneurship-focused courses, as well as entrepreneurship concentrations, majors, 
and/or degrees (Vesper & Garter, 1994). Fifteen years later, over 400,000 students enroll in 
entrepreneurship courses every year (Finkle et al., 2006). Beyond merely offering 
entrepreneurship courses, many universities adapt their organizational structures to 
accommodate for entrepreneurship education growth (Katz, 2003). In 2004, for example, there 
were more than 100 entrepreneurship-focused centers in the United States and over 270 
endowed positions in entrepreneurship, a dramatic 120 percent increase in just five years 
(Charney & Libecap, 2004).  
 In addition to investing in entrepreneurship-related positions, postsecondary institutions 
frequently invest funding – often times their own – in hosting business plan competitions, many of 
which are university-wide, to attract students to the field of entrepreneurship (Marcum et al., 
2010; Russell et al., 2008). The first business plan competition, which was held in 1984 at 
University of Texas, sparked a tremendous response from postsecondary institutions nationwide; 
by 2010, there were hundreds of university business plan competitions, with prizes that ranged up 
to $1 million (Bell & Rock, 2010; Marcum et al., 2010). These dramatic transformations evince 
entrepreneurship’s growing presence as one of the most eminent disciplines among American 
postsecondary institutions today (Finkle et al., 2006). 
 Most institutions with entrepreneurship programs house them within a business school or 
department (Katz, 2003). In fact, the word entrepreneur is often equated with small business 
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ownership (Kirby, 2004). Katz (2003) argues that entrepreneurship education is reaching maturity 
within American business schools; that is, entrepreneurship schools typically have standard 
entrepreneurship curriculum; entrepreneurship majors, minors, and certificates; and an 
established educational infrastructure for supporting the field. Within other disciplines 
entrepreneurship education is only beginning to grow (Mars & Garrison, 2009). Entrepreneurship 
courses are increasingly offered in academic units that have minimal or no connection to an 
institution’s business school; some examples of these disciplines include engineering, agriculture, 
arts, and the social sciences (Katz, 2003). Students of a variety of fields have positive attitudes 
toward entrepreneurship (Shinnar, Pruett, & Toney, 2008), and the availability of 
entrepreneurship offerings outside of a traditional business course or degree setting are projected 
to increase in the next decade (Mars & Garrison, 2009). 
 Demographics of entrepreneurship students. Universities provide an important 
pipeline for women to learn entrepreneurial skills (Wilson et al., 2007). In fact, more so than men, 
educational programs significantly raise women’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy and interest in 
starting a business (Wilson et al., 2007). Unfortunately, however, women participate in academic 
entrepreneurship programs at lower rates than men (Choi et al., 2012; Petridou et al., 2008). Choi 
et al. (2012), for instance, analysed nationwide data from the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data System and found that between 1996 and 2008, men were one and a half times 
more likely than women to complete an undergraduate degree in entrepreneurship. Examples of 
the disproportionate numbers of men to women in entrepreneurship programs are abundant in 
the entrepreneurship education scholarship, where men are predominantly the subject of 
research study (de Bruin et al., 2007; Stevenson, 1990). For example, Ohland, Frillman, Zhang, 
Brawner, and Miller’s (2004) study of entrepreneurship education as a retention tool for university 
engineering programs was based on the study of the Engineering Entrepreneurship Program 
(EEP), in which 90% of the 126 students enrolled were men. Despite the fact that engineering is a 
male-dominated field, these numbers deviate from expectations; according to the National 
Science Foundation (2011), approximately 21% of engineering majors are women, but they 
represented just 10% of EEP students. 
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 The imbalance of men and women in entrepreneurship education is unfortunate because 
the relationship between education and entrepreneurial success is even more prominent among 
women than men (Van der Sluis, Van Praag, & Vijverberg, 2008). The higher a woman 
entrepreneur’s level of education and the more years of education she pursues, the higher are 
her earnings, as well as the growth and survival rates of her business (Van der Sluis et al., 2008). 
Having a postsecondary degree is associated with a 72% increase in the chances that a woman 
will evaluate herself to have entrepreneurial skill (Thebaud, 2010). Thus, exposing college women 
to entrepreneurship education is especially important as this audience has a great deal to gain 
from awareness. 
Further, evidence suggests that participation in entrepreneurship programs at the 
university positively affects student retention and academic performance (Dabbagh & Menasce, 
2006; Ohland et al., 2004). Evidence has also shown that students who participate in 
entrepreneurship programs have more positive attitudes toward other male-dominated 
occupations, including engineering and technology (Dabbagh & Menasce, 2006). In general, 
individuals who have received entrepreneurship training have done so in their formal education 
and as a result, have greater awareness of entrepreneurship, higher levels of self-efficacy, and 
increased intentions to pursue entrepreneurial endeavors (Martinez, Levie, Kelley, Saemundsson, 
& Schott, 2010). When entrepreneurship training programs are created with the needs of women 
in mind, the results can be especially positive; for example, women who receive training from 
centers focused specifically on women’s entrepreneurship have enhanced views of 
entrepreneurship and their entrepreneurial self-efficacy, which positively affects their performance 
as entrepreneurs (Godwyn, 2009). 
The relatively lower participation of women in university entrepreneurship programs is a 
detriment to the entrepreneurial success of women themselves, but it also has negative impacts 
on universities and general social and economic prosperity. By attracting primarily men to 
entrepreneurship programs, the field misses a wealth of untapped talent: more women than men 
attend two- and four-year institutions, and nearly 60% of bachelor’s degrees are awarded to 
women, a trend which is expected to continue (National Center for Education Statistics, 2014). 
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Universities are well-positioned to serve a predominant role in increasing women’s intentions to 
pursue entrepreneurship. 
 Summary. Relative to the history of higher education that spans several centuries, 
entrepreneurial activity among and within postsecondary institutions is a fairly recent 
development, growing popular only within the last few decades (Kuratko, 2003; Rideout & Gray, 
2013; Solomon, 2007). Despite its comparative youth, however, the introduction of 
entrepreneurship as a discipline and as a business practice appears to be an organizational 
change that will persist in postsecondary education (Kirp, 2003; Kuratko, 2003; Rideout & Gray, 
2013). The rapid growth of entrepreneurship in higher education was largely possible due to an 
environment that called on institutions to act more entrepreneurially, themselves (Feller, 1990; 
Grigg, 1994; Kirp, 2003; Liu & Dubinsky, 2000). This environment has not only permitted 
entrepreneurship to become a core higher education discipline, but it has also led to the 
championing of entrepreneurial activity among students and faculty (Etzkowitz, 2004). As 
entrepreneurship in higher education evolved, it grew quickly and began to take shape outside of 
the walls of the business school (Mars & Garrison, 2009), but the demographics of today’s 
entrepreneurship students remain largely homogenous, with a disproportionate number of men to 
women (Choi et al., 2012). The demographics of participants in these educational opportunities 
and the potential universities have to affect women’s entrepreneurial intentions and behavior 
make this context especially relevant to the current study, which investigated how women’s 
behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship are affected by 
communication. 
Theoretical Background 
 This study used the model proposed by Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior (TPB) 
as a theoretical framework to measure the effect of gendered communication on women’s 
behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. In addition, the study 
was guided by a feminist ideology. Feminist theory – specifically, social feminism, the idea that 
women and men are socialized to espouse feminine and masculine gender roles, respectively – 
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is used to develop hypotheses regarding women’s motivations and intentions to pursue 
entrepreneurship. In the following sections, I describe TPB as well as feminist theory. 
 Theory of planned behavior. Previous research on entrepreneurial intention has drawn 
on a number of theories, with the most popular being Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior (TPB) 
(Carsrud & Brannback, 2011). TPB was created with the purpose of explaining non-spontaneous 
behavior (Ajzen, 1991). In the TPB model, intentions are predicted by three antecedents: 
attitudes toward the behavior, perceived social norms about the behavior, and perceived 
behavioral control (Ajzen, 1991). Still other influencers (e.g., demographics, personality traits, 
environmental conditions, etc.) affect attitudes, social norms, and perceived behavioral control 
and thus indirectly affect intentions and behavior (Krueger et al., 2000). Collectively, these 
variables represent motivation, the desirability and feasibility of engaging in a behavior, allowing 
for the prediction of intentions and subsequent behavior (Ajzen, 1991). 
 The first of TPB’s antecedent variables, attitudes, can be defined as the extent to which 
individuals view engaging in a behavior as desirable and having positive outcomes (Ajzen, 1991). 
The second variable, social norms, is defined as an individual’s perceptions of the social pressure 
to engage or avoid engaging in a particular behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Social norms are influenced 
most heavily by significant others, which typically include parents or guardians, siblings, friends, 
and spouses (Krueger et al., 2000). The third antecedent of intention is perceived behavioral 
control, the perception of the ease or difficulty of performing a behavior (Ajzen, 1991). Perceived 
behavioral control is most often referred to in entrepreneurship scholarship as self-efficacy, 
overlapping with Bandura’s (1986) definition of self-efficacy, the perceived ability to successfully 
execute a behavior (Armitage & Conner, 2001; Krueger et al., 2000). Attitudes, social norms, and 
self-efficacy directly influence one another, as well as one’s intentions, and intentions directly 
influence behavior (Ajzen, 1991). (See Figure 1.) 
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Figure 1. Ajzen’s (1991) theory of planned behavior (TPB). This figure illustrates the TPB model, 
where attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy directly influence intentions, and intentions 
directly influence behavior. 
 
 TPB has had a multitude of applications in the career planning context, including the 
prediction of students’ career intentions and behavior (Ferratt, Hall, Prasad, & Wynn, 2009; Millar 
& Shevlin, 2003; Schroder, Schmitt-Rodermund, & Arnaud, 2011). Millar and Shevlin (2003), for 
example, tested the utility of the TPB model to predict adolescents’ career decisions. They first 
measured adolescents’ attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and behavioral intention to engage 
in career planning behavior and followed up with participants six weeks later to assess actual 
behavior. The researchers found that students’ intentions accurately predicted their engagement 
in career exploratory behavior, providing evidence that the TPB represents a useful tool in 
predicting career intentions and behavior (Millar & Shevlin, 2003). 
 Arnold, Loan-Clarke, Coombs, Wilkinson, Park, and Preston (2006) studied the TPB’s 
utility to predict intentions to work in nursing, physiotherapy and radiography with a predominantly 
female sample (over 85%) of individuals who were not qualified for these occupations, who were 
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in training for these occupations, and who were qualified but were not currently in training for 
these occupations. Arnold et al. (2006) were particularly interested in whether the TPB model 
could hold under these complex circumstances and in healthcare fields. These occupations are 
traditionally held by women (Eccles, Barber, Jozefowicz, 1999). Arnold et al. (2006) found that the 
core TPB variables (attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy) accounted for 15% of the variance 
in intentions after controlling for variables such as ethnicity, age, previous experience, having 
family in the profession, etc. The researchers concluded that the TPB model can be used to 
predict behavioral intentions given diverse participant demographics, as well as in contexts where 
individuals may be less well informed of career opportunities (Arnold et al., 2006). In this case, 
the TPB model held even among audiences who seemed relatively unaware and 
unknowledgeable of healthcare occupations (Arnold et al., 2006). Arnold et al.’s (2006) study 
indicates that the TPB model is useful for understanding women’s career choices in particular and 
indicates that the model is robust even when audiences know relatively little about the 
occupations of study. Both of these points provide support for the use of TPB in the current study, 
as the model is used to investigate the behavioral intentions of an entirely female audience, many 
of whom may be relatively unfamiliar with entrepreneurship. 
TPB has been used in a wide variety of contexts to predict entrepreneurial intentions 
specifically, and most studies find strong support for the model (Carsrud & Brannback, 2011). For 
example, Van Gelderen, Brand, Van Praag, Bodewes, Poutsma, and Van Gils (2008) 
investigated the utility of the TPB model to predict entrepreneurial intentions among a sample of 
business undergraduate students and found that the model could explain 38% of the variance in 
entrepreneurial intentions. Several researchers have investigated extensions of the TPB model to 
predict entrepreneurial intentions (e.g., Gird & Bagraim, 2008; Kautonen et al., 2013; Van 
Gelderen et al., 2008). Gird and Bagraim (2008), for instance, investigated whether extending the 
TPB model would be necessary to accurately predict entrepreneurial intentions among college 
students. Gird and Bagraim (2008) found that TPB could explain 27% of the variance in students’ 
entrepreneurial intentions. Though the researchers examined additional factors (e.g., personality 
traits, demographics, etc.) that could add to the predictive power of the model, they found that the 
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only factor that significantly added predictive power to TPB was previous exposure to 
entrepreneurship, although this increase in predictive power was only slight (Gird & Bagraim, 
2008). Gird and Bagraim (2008) concluded that TPB is a strong model without such extensions. 
Krueger et al. (2000) compared TPB with a largely homologous model, Shapero’s (1982) model 
of the entrepreneurial event (SEE). According to Shapero’s (1982) model, intentions are based on 
personal desirability of the behavior, capability to perform the behavior, and one’s personal 
disposition to act on his or her decisions. Krueger et al. (2000) found significant support for both 
models, likely because of the high degree of similarity between the two. The core TPB variables 
accounted for 35% of the variance in intentions (Krueger et al., 2000).  
Scholars across a great variety of disciplines have used and advanced the TPB model, 
providing opportunity to compare findings (Armitage & Conner, 2001). These benefits of using 
TPB over other behavior prediction models have likely led the TPB to become the most popular 
behavioral prediction model used in entrepreneurship research (Kautonen et al., 2013). TPB was 
selected for the current study for these reasons, as well as for its robustness. 
TPB has been demonstrated to be a highly robust model for predicting intentions and has 
been used to study entrepreneurial intentions in a wide variety of intercultural contexts. Autio, 
Keeley, Klofsten, Parker, and Hay (2001), for example, investigated the robustness of the TPB 
across cultural contexts and found that the model explained 36% of the variance in 
entrepreneurial intentions across participants from Finland, Sweden, the U.S., and the United 
Kingdom. Though most entrepreneurship research has been conducted on men (Bird & Brush, 
2002), recent research on the TPB model has demonstrated it to be an effective model for 
predicting entrepreneurial intentions among women (Sahinidis, Giovanis, & Sdrolias, 2012).  
Sahinidis et al. (2012) specifically investigated the effect of sex on entrepreneurial intentions 
using a sample of Greek students that were half male and half female. They found that the TPB 
model could explain 56% of the variance in entrepreneurial intentions, and while sex of participant 
affected attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy, there were no significant differences between 
men and women’s entrepreneurial intentions. In a sample that included predominantly female 
business students from Spain and Taiwan, Linan and Chen (2009) demonstrated that the TPB 
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model could explain over 55% of the variance in entrepreneurial intentions. Kautonen et al. 
(2013) investigated in particular the robustness of the TPB model among a random sample of 
Austrian and Finnish residents. Through a longitudinal survey study, the researchers found that 
the TPB model can be used to predict both entrepreneurial intention and behavior and that the 
model is robust regardless of demographical factors that included sex, age, previous experience, 
and education (Kautonen et al., 2013). 
As these studies cumulatively evince, TPB is a robust model that can be used to predict 
the entrepreneurial intentions of college students and women, including those who know little 
about entrepreneurship. The application of TPB to entrepreneurship has typically included studies 
that compare women and men; these studies have ignored the heterogeneity that is likely to arise 
in the absence of simplistic male-female comparisons (Ahl & Marlow, 2012). Further, researchers 
have yet to apply TPB to nonprofit entrepreneurship, though scholars increasingly are referring to 
nonprofit entrepreneurship as a growing field in higher education (Ruvio et al., 2010). The current 
study contributes to the body of work on TPB and entrepreneurship by extending TPB to nonprofit 
entrepreneurship and by exploring the variance within women with regard to their attitudes, social 
norms, self-efficacy, and intentions. TPB was utilized in the current study to investigate women’s 
attitudes toward nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship, feelings of whether nonprofit and for-
profit entrepreneurship are normative behaviors, levels of self-efficacy in starting a nonprofit 
organization and for-profit business, and intentions to start a nonprofit organization and for-profit 
business. 
 Feminist ideology. Since the publication of the first academic article on women 
entrepreneurs in 1976, a number of scholars and practitioners have sought to understand 
women’s entrepreneurship experiences with the ultimate goal of increasing women’s participation 
in entrepreneurship (Bruni, Gherardi, & Poggio, 2004). Scholarship on women entrepreneurs has 
grown to be inclusive of several major research themes, including the industries from which 
women entrepreneurs arise, types and characteristics of women entrepreneurs, barriers that 
prevent women entrepreneurs from succeeding, factors that drive women to pursue 
entrepreneurship, and the culture of women’s enterprises (Brush, 1992; Bruni et al., 2004). Yet, 
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despite over 35 years of research, relatively few patterns have emerged regarding women’s 
entrepreneurial activity (Ahl, 2006; Bird & Brush, 2002; Brush, 1992; Stevenson, 1990). In fact, 
empirical findings are often contradictory; as it turns out, while many studies conclude that there 
are relatively few differences between women and men entrepreneurs (e.g., Buttner & Rosen, 
1988), other investigations demonstrate dramatic differences, in terms of traits, experiences and 
needs (e.g., Hisrich, 1986). Several scholars have claimed that past research approaches have 
inadequately explored women’s experiences in entrepreneurship because of a lack of feminist 
perspective (Ahl, 2006; Bird & Brush, 2002; Blake & Hanson, 2005; Bruni et al., 2004; Calas & 
Smircich, 2009; Mirchandani, 1999; Robinson et al., 2007). In the following section, I define 
feminist ideology and the specific feminist theoretical lens of the current study, social feminism. I 
then describe the importance of gender, a central tenet of social feminism, and how it has 
affected women and men’s development and career aspirations. 
Feminist theory. Feminist ideology is critical and has a focus on creating change at a 
structural level – in relationships, organizations, and society as a whole – to liberate women and 
their experiences from oppression (Calas et al., 2007). Feminist thought begins from the position 
that all forms of knowledge creation advance the interests of some groups while ignoring the 
interests of others (Calas et al., 2007; Harding, 2004). There is no single feminist ideology; rather, 
there are countless ways of understanding and advocating for the liberation of women (Calas et 
al., 2007). Although they espouse distinct values, all feminist perspectives share an emphasis on 
the historical domination of women by men (Ahl, 2006; Calas et al., 2007). And, feminist 
perspectives are also unified in their focus on the understanding and illuminating of women’s 
experiences (Ahl, 2006). 
Ahl (2006) described three separate groups of feminist theories. Feminists in the first of 
these groups argue that women and men are essentially the same. Liberal feminism is an 
example of this type of feminist ideology. Liberal feminism has its roots in a philosophy that all 
humans are equal and thus merit equal rights; for that reason, liberal feminists often focus on the 
disadvantage that women face because of discrimination or the skills that women need to learn in 
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order to be as skilled as men (Ahl, 2002; Calas et al., 2007; Fischer et al., 1993; Greer & Greene, 
2003). 
 In the second group of feminist theories, differences between men and women are 
viewed as continually changing as a result of constant changes in situation and culture (Ahl, 
2006). From this perspective, which includes Ahl’s (2006) description of poststructuralist 
feminism, gender is not a persistent and stable entity, but is continually negotiated over the 
course of complex interactions with others (Butler, 1990). Gender from the poststructuralist 
perspective varies by time and place and is continually socially constructed through repeated 
interactions (Ahl, 2006). 
In the third group of feminist theories, men and women are understood as essentially 
different (Ahl, 2006). Both radical feminism and social feminism are examples of this theoretical 
perspective (Ahl, 2006). In contrast to liberal feminism, radical and social feminism celebrate the 
differences between men and women (Ahl, 2006; Calas et al., 2007). Radical feminists view 
feminine qualities to be lacking in men and critique the role of culture in giving greater worth to 
the male experience (Ahl, 2006; Calas et al., 2007). Radical feminists encourage a refocusing of 
culture and society on the female experience (Ahl, 2002; Calas et al., 2007; Greer & Greene, 
2003). Like radical feminism, social feminism assumes that men and women are essentially 
different (Ahl, 2006; Calas et al., 2007). Social feminism claims that differences during early and 
continuous socialization lead women and men to inherently differ and that despite these 
differences, men and women develop equally valuable qualities (Calas et al., 2007; Fischer et al., 
1993; Greer & Greene, 2003). Ahl (2006) and Calas et al. (2007) have argued that in women’s 
entrepreneurship scholarship, social feminism has become the dominant theoretical lens and is 
used by a large number of scholars (e.g., Becker-Blease & Sohl, 2007; Fischer et al., 1993; Greer 
& Greene, 2003; Heilbrunn, 2004; Morris et al., 2006; Orser et al., 2010; Robb & Watson, 2012). 
A number of scholars have explored differences between women and men entrepreneurs 
and identified notable distinctions. For example, women-owned businesses tend to be smaller 
than men-owned businesses, and this distinction is often made by choice (Brush, de Bruin, & 
Welter, 2009; Carter & Allen, 1997; Cliff, 1998; Rosa, Carter, & Hamilton, 1996; Sexton, 1989). 
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Further, due to family responsibilities, women entrepreneurs typically work fewer hours than their 
male peers (Carter & Allen, 1997; Shelton, 2006). Women structure their businesses to allow for 
child and family care responsibilities (Jennings & McDougald, 2007). Women have less financially 
invested in the start and growth of their businesses, relative to men (Carter, Brush, Greene, 
Gatewood, & Hart, 2003; Orser, Riding, & Manley, 2006), and women are more likely than men to 
pursue entrepreneurship in a retail industry, rather than a construction, manufacturing, or 
technology industry (Anna, Chandler, Jansen, & Mero, 2000; Loscocco & Robinson, 1991). The 
ways that differences such as these are interpreted and explained is dependent upon the 
scholar’s feminist theoretical perspective. 
Feminists who view women and men as essentially the same, liberal feminists, argue that 
women and men’s entrepreneurial experiences are different because of access to resources and 
that, in light of equal access to resources, women’s entrepreneurial processes and outcomes 
would look the same as men’s entrepreneurial processes and outcomes (Ahl, 2006). 
Poststructuralist feminists, who view gender as constantly evolving in response to circumstances, 
argue that women and men’s entrepreneurial processes and outcomes are situationally 
dependent, making comparisons between women and men entrepreneurs therefore irrelevant; 
rather, poststructuralist feminists argue that institutions and interactions which situationally shape 
women and men’s gender roles should be critiqued (Ahl, 2006). Finally, feminists who view 
women and men as essentially different – social and radical feminists – argue that women’s 
entrepreneurial processes and outcomes are inherently different from those of men (Ahl, 2006). 
Social feminists argue further that the differences between women and men have evolved 
through social interaction (Ahl, 2006). This study forms hypotheses based on the unique qualities 
and attributes of women, in alignment with the claims made by social feminists. 
Social feminism was chosen as this study’s theoretical lens because evidence suggests 
that women contribute unique skills and perspectives to business. For example, relative to male 
peers, Bass and Avolio (1994) found that women often utilize transformational leadership styles, 
which are characterized by collaborative decision-making and result in positive effect on 
individual, group, and organizational performance. Espousing these leadership styles is 
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particularly important, given that the most successful new businesses are team-created (Kamm & 
Nurik, 1993; Lechler, 2001), where team members represent diverse backgrounds, experiences, 
and networks (Anita Borg Institute, 2014; Beckman, Burton, & O’Reilly, 2007; Packalen, 2007; 
Weisz, Vassolo, Mesquita, & Cooper, 2010). Women are likely to possess the skills needed to 
knit these diverse work teams together in ways that advance the organization (Bass & Avolio, 
1994). 
Research has also suggested that women tend to contribute to businesses an increased 
sensitivity to corporate social responsibility (CSR), the distribution of corporate resources to 
improving society (Williams, 2003). In fact, research has shown that as the number of women on 
a corporate board of directors increases, the business’ CSR increases, which, has been linked to 
firm reputation and growth of the corporate bottom line (Bear et al., 2010). A number of scholars 
have argued that women entrepreneurs also contribute to social and cultural wellbeing (e.g., 
Buttner & Rosen, 1988; Carter & Allen, 1997; Robinson et al., 2007; Smith-Hunter & Boyd, 2004; 
Still & Timms, 2000). Several studies have indicated that women entrepreneurs evaluate their 
performance based on their success in building and contributing to their communities, creating 
jobs, and helping others (Robinson et al., 2007; Trauger et al., 2010). 
Taken together, the studies above suggest that women have different values than men in 
business settings. As Eccles et al. (1999) have argued, discussions of the differences in the 
career trajectories and decisions made by women and men should ethically only occur in 
conjunction with an explanation of how such differences have emerged – through socialization. 
The differences noted above between men and women and the contributions they make to 
business processes and decisions can be understood through an examination of how gender is 
socially constructed. These differences align with the ideals of masculinity and femininity outlined 
in the section below on gender. 
Gender as socially constructed. Central to most feminist ideology and particularly to 
social feminism is the concept that gender is socially constructed. As renowned feminist 
philosopher Simone de Beauvoir has stated, “[o]ne is not born, but rather becomes, a woman” 
(de Beauvoir, 1953, p. 301). Through these words, De Beauvoir rejects the belief that biological 
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differences between men and women inherently determine one’s masculine or feminine identity; 
rather, feminists believe important distinctions exist between sex and gender (West & 
Zimmerman, 1987). While sex refers to physiological differences between women and men, 
gender is the cultural interpretation of sex, inclusive of the social, psychological, and political 
significance of male-female differences (Acker, 1992; West & Zimmerman, 1987). 
 Feminists view gender as socially constructed through the performance of everyday 
activities (Goffman, 1976; Greer & Greene, 2003; West & Zimmerman, 1987). Men and women 
are socialized from birth to act in ways considered appropriate for their sex, and traditions and 
beliefs about gender are passed from one generation to the next (Chodorow, 1978). For example, 
Condry and Condry (1976) observed participants watching a videotape of a nine-month-old infant 
responding to various stimulating toys. Half of the participants were told that the infant was a boy, 
while the other half were told that the infant was a girl. When participants thought that the infant 
was a boy, they believed the infant was reacting in anger when he responded tearfully to 
stimulants; however, when participants thought that the infant was a girl, they described the same 
tearful reaction as fear. Over time, as adults continually label children’s emotional responses, the 
children begin to espouse masculine and feminine gender roles, public expressions of their 
gender identities (Thorne, 1993).  
These roles are salient from a very early age (Chodorow, 1978; Maccoby & Jacklin, 
1987; Martin, 1998; Paley, 1984; Thorne, 1993). Based on a year of observation of play in the 
kindergarten classroom, Paley (1984), for example, reported that by ages five and six, children 
become keenly aware of whether behaviors are appropriate for boys or girls. Boys, for example, 
learn to value adventure and engage in building and destroying towers; inanimate objects 
become the focus of boys’ attention (Paley, 1984). At this same age, girls learn to focus on play 
that involves the development of relationships through conversation and enacting domestic 
scenes; other people become the focus of girls’ attention (Paley, 1984). Through two years of 
observation and fieldwork, Thorne (1993) found similar gendered patterns of behavior emerge 
among boys and girls during these elementary years. Thorne (1993) added that when children 
violate gender norms (e.g., a girl played sports with the boys), they are often punished through 
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ostracization. These children find it difficult to make friends and fit in with any particular group, 
and even teachers reinforce that these gender norm violators are misfits (Paley, 1984). Through 
interacting with others, young boys and girls both define gender normative behavior and are 
defined by gender normative behavior (Martin, 1998; Paley, 1984; Thorne, 1993). 
A study by Kagan (1964) demonstrates that children not only assign masculine and 
feminine roles to themselves but also to objects. In a study of second and third-grade children, 
Kagan (1964) found that children associated the classroom environment with femininity. Kagan 
(1964) concluded that the gendering of the classroom has an effect on boys’ and girls’ behavior 
and academic performance. Viewing education during elementary years as feminine facilitates 
female elementary students’ superior academic performance, as girls view education as 
congruent with their gender role. Children choose to associate with objects (e.g., toys) and 
engage in activities (e.g., studying, types of play, etc.) that are appropriate for their gender 
(Kagan, 1964; Martin, 1998; Paley, 1984; Thorne, 1993). By enacting what they have learned 
about femininity and masculinity, children perpetuate what it means to be a female or male 
(Chodorow, 1978; Thorne, 1993). 
Gender scholars point out that women are not necessarily feminine and men are not 
necessarily masculine (West & Zimmerman, 1987); however, while women and men have agency 
in the construction of their gender identities, this agency is limited by the gender identities that 
institutions and people impose upon them (Garcia & Welter, 2013). Institutions and people create 
and perpetuate gendered expectations for the behaviors of women and men (Garcia & Welter, 
2013; Mavin & Grandy, 2012). These stereotypical beliefs are very powerful, holding women and 
men accountable to the sex category they are perceived to be, such that individuals who appear 
to be female are expected to act feminine and individuals who appear to be male are expected to 
act masculine (Garcia & Welter, 2013; Mavin & Grandy, 2012; West & Zimmerman, 1987). Mavin 
and Grandy (2011) explain these expectations as follows: 
For a woman to do gender well or appropriately, as evaluated against and accountable to 
her sex category, she performs expected feminine behavior through a body that is 
socially perceived to be female. For a man, to do gender well or appropriately, as 
evaluated against and accountable to his sex category, he performs expected masculine 
behavior, through a body that is socially perceived to be male. In that way there is 
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congruence and balance between the perceived sex category and gender behavior, and 
femininity (or masculinity) is validated. (p. 220) 
 
West and Zimmerman (1987) argue that as long as society views men and women as essentially 
different, women and men will be accountable to their sex category. Thus, while women have the 
opportunity to espouse both femininity and masculinity, they are socialized to adopt a feminine 
identity more so than a masculine identity (West & Zimmerman, 1987). 
Feminist scholars argue that gender roles are salient and evolve into a fundamental 
element of one’s identity (Chodorow, 1978; Martin, 1998; West & Zimmerman, 1987). As women 
and men act in feminine and masculine ways respectively, they actively replicate and reinforce 
perceptions of feminine and masculine qualities and behavior (West & Zimmerman, 1987). The 
cumulative effect of lifelong replication and reinforcement of gender roles results in differences 
between women and men (Chodorow, 1978). Women learn to value caregiving and nurturance, 
while men learn to value strength and assertion (Chodorow, 1978). These roles are prominent 
and persist over time, despite changes in the political and economic landscape (Chodorow, 
1978). For example, despite the fact that women have made dramatic progress in entering the 
workforce in the past half-century, they remain the primary child and elderly caregiver in the home 
and outperform husbands in terms of performing household labor (Erickson, 2005). This disparity 
often remains the case even in instances where both partners are employed outside of the home 
and the woman is the primary breadwinner (Zuo & Tang, 2000). In fact, as Erickson (2005) has 
demonstrated, in dual-earner heterosexual couples, homecare responsibilities are even more 
likely to be unequally distributed. Erickson (2005) explains that among these couples, the 
woman’s disproportionately greater performance of household labor represents a way to 
compensate for the disruption of gender norms and the dissonance a woman feels between a 
masculine and feminine gender identity created upon her entry into the workforce. 
As the household labor literature has demonstrated, the social construction of gender has 
not only created differences between men and women; it has also resulted in inequality (Harding, 
1987; Rubin, 1975; West & Zimmerman, 1987). Feminists argue that cultural perspectives toward 
binary positions (e.g., reason and emotion, strength and weakness, etc.) have inherently created 
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a bias toward masculinity over femininity (Harding, 1987). Thus, masculinity and femininity are 
not only different; but they are differentially valued (Harding, 1987). Because masculinity (e.g., 
logic, strength, etc.) is more highly valued than femininity (e.g., emotion, weakness, etc.), and 
women are socialized to espouse a more feminine than masculine gender identity, women have 
been excluded from historically masculine activities (Martin, 1998), which have included, for 
instance, employment opportunities (Kanter, 1977; Powell, Butterfield, & Parent, 2002), elected 
government positions (Burrell, 1995) and engagement in sports (Duncan & Hasbrook, 2002).  
In spite of the social construction of gender that results in the oppression of women, 
women act in accordance with historical and cultural norms (West & Zimmerman, 1987). This 
outcome is fundamentally because performing one’s gender is interpreted as an achievement 
(West & Zimmerman, 1987). Returning to caregiving responsibilities, Erickson (2005) argues that 
the desire for achievement relative to one’s gender explains why women especially desire to 
perform well as a wife and mother, while men do not feel these same obligations, even when both 
women and men engage in employment equally outside of the home. 
Gender and occupational pursuits. A large body of quantitative scholarship has 
explored women and men’s career aspirations, concluding that women are more motivated to 
pursue feminine careers – those that focus on relationships and nurturing others (e.g., nursing) – 
than men and that men are more motivated to pursue masculine careers – those that focus on 
logic/technical tasks and require independence (e.g., engineering) – than women (e.g., DiDonato 
& Strough, 2013; Eccles et al., 1999; Gadassi & Gati, 2009; Liben, Bigler, & Krogh, 2002; Lupart, 
Cannon, & Telfer, 2004; Oswald, 2008). For example, in a quantitative study of high school 
students, Eccles et al. (1999) found that girls were more likely than boys to report career 
aspirations in feminine industries such as health and human services, while boys were more likely 
than girls to report career aspirations in masculine industries, including manual labor, science and 
mathematics (Eccles et al., 1999). Analyzing career motivations, Eccles et al. (1993) found that 
girls place significantly more value than boys on pursuing a career that will allow them to build 
relationships, help others, and contribute to society, while boys were significantly more interested 
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than girls in competitiveness and risk-taking in the workplace, as well as the salaries of jobs. 
Eccles et al. (1999) point to socialization as the cause for these patterns. 
Similarly, Lupart and colleagues (2004) found through a quantitative study of junior high 
and high school students that boys were significantly more likely than girls to have positive 
attitudes toward math and science, while girls were significantly more likely than boys to have 
positive attitudes toward English and language arts. Boys also rated salary and prestige as 
significantly more important for prospective employment than girls, while girls rated having a job 
that allows them opportunities to make the world a better place as significantly more important 
than boys (Lupart et al., 2004). Lupart et al. (2004) also asked participants to rate the degree to 
which they felt it was likely that they would choose each of 13 different occupations, which 
included being an artist, healthcare worker, information technology professional, lawyer, and 
more. Among girls, the top three career choices were feminine career paths, including artist, 
human services professional, and healthcare worker (Lupart et al., 2004). Among boys, the top 
career choices were masculine career paths, including information technology professional and 
science or math-related professional (Lupart et al., 2004). Similarly, Joy (2006) investigated 
gender and career choice using longitudinal data collected from college students during their time 
in school and again one year after graduation. Joy (2006) found that even after controlling for 
college major, which was a significant predictor of occupation, more female college graduates 
than male college graduates pursued feminine career paths, such as clerical work, while more 
male college graduates than female college graduates pursued jobs in management and 
technical fields. Like Eccles et al. (1999), Lupart et al. (2004) and Joy (2006) interpret these 
results as the consequences of socializing women to espouse feminine gender roles and men to 
espouse masculine gender roles. 
Evidence suggests that the gendered career preferences of women and men stem in part 
from gendered beliefs about women and men’s competencies and social expectations for women 
and men to pursue careers congruent with a feminine and masculine gender role, respectively 
(Correll, 2001; Gadassi & Gati, 2009; Oswald, 2008). Correll (2001) used longitudinal data that 
analyzed high school students’ mathematical performance, self-perceptions of mathematical and 
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verbal competence, and career path selection, and results aligned with gendered expectations of 
women and men’s skills. Specifically, Correll (2001) found that men assessed their mathematical 
competency as higher than their otherwise equal female counterparts, while women assessed 
their verbal competency as higher than their otherwise equal male counterparts. Men were more 
likely than women who performed equally well on mathematical tests to view themselves as 
mathematically competent, while women were more likely than men who performed equally well 
on verbal tests to view themselves as verbally competent (Correll, 2001). Correll (2001) also 
found that self-assessments were a significant predictor of career path, and since men were more 
likely to overestimate their mathematical competency, they were also more likely to select careers 
in math, science, and engineering, which utilize mathematics. Correll (2001) concluded that 
cultural beliefs about gender constrain the career choices made by women and men by 
suggesting the occupations where they would be successful or unsuccessful.  
Research has demonstrated that men and women’s decisions to pursue a career are 
related to their evaluations of how masculine and feminine they perceive careers to be (Eccles, 
1994; Gadassi & Gati, 2009; Oswald, 2008). Oswald (2008), for example, found through 
experimentation that women who are educated about gender stereotypes are more likely to report 
higher levels of interest in and ability to succeed in feminine versus masculine careers, and these 
effects were strongest for women who reported that gender was an important part of their self-
image. In a study that examined between-sex differences, Gadassi and Gati (2009) found that 
gender stereotypes affected college women and men’s occupational preferences; men reported a 
preference for more masculine careers, while women reported a preference for more feminine 
careers. These findings were consistent across measures that derived preferences directly (i.e., 
through asking participants which careers best suited them), as well as when preferences were 
derived indirectly (i.e., through a career preferences assessment) (Gadassi & Gati, 2009). 
Responses were more gendered when derived directly, rather than indirectly, suggesting that 
occupational preferences derived directly are based primarily on general impressions of such 
careers, and a significant factor in men and women’s assessments of these careers is the gender 
that men and women ascribe to an occupation (Gadassi & Gatti, 2009). 
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Similarly, DiDonato and Strough (2013) undertook a quantitative study to investigate the 
match between college students’ beliefs about which occupations were appropriate for them and 
their intentions to pursue occupations upon college graduation. The researchers found that 
college students’ attitudes about the occupations most appropriate for themselves and peers 
reflect gender stereotypes (DiDonato & Strough, 2013). Specifically, college men believed that 
careers such as computer science and engineering were more appropriate for themselves and 
other men than for women, while women believed that careers such as nursing and education 
were more appropriate for themselves and other women than for men (DiDonato & Strough, 
2013). 
In sum, the scholarship on gender indicates that women and men have been 
predominantly socialized to espouse feminine and masculine gender roles, respectively. A great 
deal of research has investigated how gender has affected women and men’s career paths, 
concluding that women and men are likely to pursue careers that they perceive to be congruent 
with their gender identities. Career choice seems to be shaped by beliefs about one’s own gender 
identity and gendered beliefs about careers, themselves. In the next section, I describe how 
entrepreneurship has been historically defined as a career congruent with a masculine identity 
and how this definition has shaped women and men’s ability to identify as entrepreneurs. 
Entrepreneurship as male-gendered. Wetherell, Taylor, and Yates (2001) define 
discourse succinctly as the use of language; discourse can take a number of forms, including 
spoken and written communication, as well graphics and images. As many feminist scholars have 
noted, masculine discourse is the norm for understanding entrepreneurship today, and these 
views have spanned many generations (Ahl, 2006; Blake & Hanson, 2005; Bird & Brush, 2002; 
Marlow & Patton, 2005; Stevenson, 1990). As Collins and Moore (1964) expressed nearly a half 
century ago, “However we may personally feel about the entrepreneur, he emerges as essentially 
more masculine than feminine, more heroic than cowardly” (p. 5). Since the coining of the term, 
“entrepreneur,” entrepreneurship has been associated with masculinity (Ahl, 2002). In fact, 
descriptors of entrepreneurs (e.g., strong-willed, daring, etc.) in foundational scholarly texts of 
entrepreneurship are closely matched with words used to describe masculinity, while the 
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antonyms of these words (e.g., dependent, cowardly, etc.) are closely matched with words used 
to describe femininity (Ahl, 2006). 
Perceptions of entrepreneurship as a masculine career are widespread (Ahl, 2006). 
Gupta, Turban, Wasti and Sikdar (2009) demonstrated that these views are internationally 
predominant, including among male and female college students across the U.S., India, and 
Turkey. Entrepreneurs mentioned in popular press are often men and espouse masculine 
qualities (Bird & Brush, 2002). Mirchandani (1999) and Lewis (2006) call attention to the fact that 
the common use of the words, “women entrepreneur,” or, “female entrepreneur,” to describe an 
entrepreneur that is female and the absence of a sex identifier for male entrepreneurs 
demonstrates prevalent acceptance that the typical entrepreneur is a man. Because 
entrepreneurship is communicated through discourse as a masculine activity, it is viewed to be 
incongruent with femininity (Ahl, 2002). 
A number of scholars have concluded that perceiving entrepreneurship as a masculine 
activity has effects on women’s entrepreneurial attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and 
behavioral intentions (e.g., Mueller & Dato-On, 2008; Thebaud, 2010; Wilson et al., 2007). 
Thebaud (2010), for example, investigated the effects of sex on entrepreneurial self-efficacy and 
found that despite having approximately equal amounts of human, social, and financial capital, 
women had significantly lower entrepreneurial self-efficacy than men. Among men and women of 
equal ability, men were twice as likely as women to rate themselves as having entrepreneurial 
competence (Thebaud, 2010). Further, women’s lower self-efficacy negatively affected their 
likelihood to start a business, even when controlling for financial and human resources available 
to support their businesses’ creation (Thebaud, 2010). Thebaud (2010) concluded that men and 
women’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy is strongly gendered and that these self-assessments of 
ability are critical factors in the decision of whether or not to start a business. Thus, beliefs about 
the masculinity of entrepreneurship discourse negatively affect women’s entrepreneurial 
likelihood (Thebaud, 2010). Similarly, Wilson et al. (2007) studied entrepreneurial self-efficacy 
and intentions among middle school, high school, and MBA students and found that females had 
lower entrepreneurial self-efficacy than males, regardless of age and professional experience. 
  37 
Wilson et al. (2007) argue that assessments of entrepreneurial ability and desire to start a 
business are shaped by women’s and men’s beliefs about gender and about entrepreneurship 
being a masculine activity. 
 Several studies have directly tested whether beliefs about gender are related to men’s 
and women’s entrepreneurial motivations and intentions. Mueller and Dato-On (2008), for 
example, investigated the effect of gender on MBA students’ attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, 
and entrepreneurial intention. They found that gender norms persisted among these students; 
men were most likely to have a masculine gender role, while women were most likely to have a 
feminine gender role (Mueller & Dato-On, 2008). Entrepreneurial self-efficacy was highest among 
those with a masculine gender role (Mueller & Dato-On, 2008). Similarly, Gupta, et al. (2009) 
investigated the effect of gender norms on business students’ entrepreneurial intentions. They 
found that women were more likely than men to be feminine and that men were more likely than 
women to be masculine, and that participants who perceived themselves to be more masculine 
reported higher entrepreneurial intentions compared to participants who perceived themselves to 
be less masculine (Gupta et al., 2009). Diaz-Garcia and Jimenez-Moreno (2008) also 
investigated the effect of gender norms on business students’ entrepreneurial intentions. Similar 
to the results of Mueller and Dato-On (2008) and Gupta et al., (2009), the researchers found that 
men had higher entrepreneurial intentions than women, and that this effect was strongest among 
men who viewed entrepreneurship as a masculine activity. 
Feminist scholars argue that as a result of beliefs that femininity is incongruent with 
entrepreneurship, and women are largely viewed as more feminine than masculine, women 
entrepreneurs are also perceived to be underperforming relative to men entrepreneurs (e.g., Ahl 
& Marlow, 2012; Calas & Smircich, 2009; Lewis, 2006; Marlow & McAdam, 2013; Michandani, 
1999). As Marlow and McAdam (2013) contend, perceptions of women’s underperformance 
persist in spite of research (e.g., Robb & Watson, 2012) that suggests otherwise because society 
expects entrepreneurs to espouse qualities (e.g., assertion, risk-taking, etc.) that do not align with 
femininity. Women are thus discriminately viewed as entrepreneurially incompetent and 
subsequently marginalized and excluded in the popular press, as well as academic research 
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(Marlow & McAdam, 2013). Women entrepreneur’s exclusion in the popular press leaves few 
successful role models for other women, reinforcing the idea that entrepreneurship is a masculine 
activity, incongruent with femininity. 
Ultimately, feminists argue that because entrepreneurship discourse communicates that 
entrepreneurship is a masculine activity, women are unable to identify as entrepreneurs, as being 
an entrepreneur (e.g., being assertive) is perceived as incongruent with a feminine identity (e.g., 
being collaborative) (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Marlow & Patton, 2005). Women may view becoming a 
successful entrepreneur as requiring that they sacrifice elements of their femininity (Ahl & Marlow, 
2012). This sacrifice is likely to be difficult for many women to make, given their predominant 
socialization to adopt a feminine gender role (Ahl & Marlow, 2012). 
 The need to apply feminism to entrepreneurship scholarship. Conceptualizing 
entrepreneurship as masculine is reified in the methods and research goals of contemporary 
academic research. For example, despite advances in research on women and entrepreneurship, 
the vast majority of entrepreneurship scholarship has been conducted using men as research 
subjects (Bird & Brush, 2002; Levenburg et al., 2006; Stevenson, 1990). In fact, despite women’s 
increasing rates of business ownership over the past 30 years, the proportion of scholarly journal 
publications about women entrepreneurs fell 12 percent in a single decade (Baker, Aldrich, & 
Nina, 1997). Women’s entrepreneurial pursuits are studied less by scholars and are included in 
fewer prestigious journals (Baker et al., 1997). Thus, the processes and activities of 
entrepreneurs are understood primarily from a male perspective (Bird & Brush, 2002; Levenburg 
et al., 2006; Stevenson, 1990). 
 Defining entrepreneurship through masculine discourse limits public understanding of the 
field (de Bruin et al., 2007). First, the perception of entrepreneurship as a masculine activity 
conceals much about the entrepreneurial process and the impact of entrepreneurship (de Bruin et 
al., 2007). For example, although widely held that entrepreneurship necessitates masculine 
qualities, in truth many tasks required of entrepreneurs require feminine skills (e.g., networking 
and relationship-building) (Mueller & Dato-On, 2008). Often times, androgyny, a mixture of 
masculine and feminine qualities, actually improves performance (Wilson & Tagg, 2011), 
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particularly early in the entrepreneurial process when creativity and diverse perspectives improve 
the business planning process (Mueller & Dato-On, 2008). In fact, in a study of men and women 
MBA students, Mueller and Dato-On (2008) found that androgynous individuals had higher 
entrepreneurial self-efficacy than masculine or feminine individuals. Similarly, Goktan and Gupta 
(2013) found among an international sample of business students that androgynous students 
were more likely than masculine or feminine students to report proclivity towards 
entrepreneurship. Despite these studies, pervading views of entrepreneurship conflate it with 
masculinity (Goktan & Gupta, 2013; Mueller & Dato-On, 2008). Because feminist scholarship 
critiques the predominant and masculine way of understanding entrepreneurship, it opens doors 
to new ways of thinking about and exploring entrepreneurship that can lead to a richer 
understanding of the concept (de Bruin et al., 2007; Stevenson, 1990). 
 Second, understanding entrepreneurship as a masculine activity can lead to the 
development of inappropriate conclusions about women entrepreneurs that further prevent 
women from engaging in entrepreneurship (Brush, 1992; Stevenson, 1990). In a comprehensive 
review of literature, Brush (1992) concluded that women entrepreneurs are more similar than 
different from men entrepreneurs in terms of personality; yet, Brush concluded that women and 
men entrepreneurs differ dramatically in the problems they face, the business goals they aspire 
to, and the chosen structure of their businesses. Differences such as these affect women and 
men’s business outcomes; failure to understand these differences can result in drawing 
inappropriate conclusions (Robb & Watson, 2012). Robb and Watson (2012) demonstrate this 
point clearly in their five-year longitudinal study of women and men-owned businesses’ 
performance. Most studies of business performance evaluate success based on business 
survival rates, sales, and profits (Robb & Watson, 2012). While results are sometimes conflicting, 
using these metrics, researchers more often than not conclude that women-owned businesses 
are out-performed by men-owned businesses (Klapper & Parker, 2011). Robb and Watson (2012) 
demonstrated that when controlling for business size, financial investment, and hours worked, 
women and men-owned businesses perform equally well. 
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Robb and Watson’s (2012) work to debunk the myth of the female underperformance 
hypothesis was only possible given previous research that had illuminated women entrepreneurs’ 
unique experiences. For example, previous research had demonstrated that women assume 
different gender roles than men and subsequently experience unique situations in pursuing 
entrepreneurship that are not experienced by their male peers (Bird & Brush, 2002; Bruni et al., 
2004; Mirchandani, 1999; Robinson et al., 2007; Still & Timms, 2000). Brush et al. (2009), for 
instance, explained that because family and household needs have a stronger effect on women 
than men, women entrepreneurs face greater challenges in balancing work and family than their 
male peers, which affects the process women utilize to develop and scale a new business. 
Elaborating on these consequences further, Carter and Allen (1997) found that women’s 
deliberate choice to focus on their families negatively affected the size of the business that 
women were able to pursue. Even among women with aspirations for building a large business, 
discrimination along several points of the business development process may thwart women’s 
intentions (Smith-Hunter & Boyd, 2004). When attempting to secure startup capital, for instance, 
women find that lenders frequently consider their entrepreneurial pursuits to be nothing more than 
hobbies and a greater financial risk than businesses created by men (Buttner & Rosen, 1988; 
Smith-Hunter & Boyd, 2004).  
Together, these findings emphasize the need to explore women’s entrepreneurial 
processes and outcomes in depth, lest scholars risk drawing inappropriate conclusions, including 
that women underperform as entrepreneurs in comparison to men. As Ahl and Marlow (2012) 
have argued in a tongue-in-cheek way, these conclusions are analogous to blaming women 
simply for not being men – that is, blaming women for having gender roles that have limited their 
participation in entrepreneurship (e.g., responsibility for their families). These comparisons further 
perpetuate women’s underperformance and lead to fewer women identifying with and pursuing 
entrepreneurship (Ahl & Marlow, 2012). As Morris et al. (2006) have argued, when the goal of 
researchers is to determine how women and men entrepreneurs conform to masculine standards 
of the entrepreneurial processes and outcomes, women – who are socialized to act more 
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feminine than masculine – are likely to be found to be outperformed by men – who are socialized 
to act more masculine than feminine. 
A feminist approach to entrepreneurship scholarship calls for the illumination of women’s 
entrepreneurial experiences (Ahl, 2006). As Ahl and Marlow (2012) argue, the problem of 
women’s relatively lower engagement in entrepreneurship is not the fault of women, their goals, 
or their values. Rather, the problem lies in widespread perceptions of entrepreneurship as a 
masculine activity and whether these perceptions can be transformed to be inclusive of femininity 
as well (Stevenson, 1990). This scholarship suggests that altering discourse, which includes 
verbal, written, and graphical communication (Wetherell et al., 2001), could represent an 
important key to transforming perceptions about entrepreneurship. This study measured the 
effect of gendered communication on women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-
profit entrepreneurship. 
Hypotheses 
Ahl and Marlow (2012) contend that the question is not whether women can be trained to 
act more like men, but instead whether the public’s understanding of entrepreneurship can be 
transformed to be inclusive of both masculinity and femininity. Because entrepreneurship is 
defined as a masculine activity, feminists have argued that only by redefining it as an 
androgynous or feminine activity can significant numbers of women begin to view 
entrepreneurship as a career appropriate for them (Lewis, 2006; Mirchandani, 1999). Feminists 
argue that redefining entrepreneurship will alter current stereotypes about the profession, 
resulting in women’s ability to recognize themselves as entrepreneurs (Marlow & Patton, 2005). 
This new conceptualization would recognize the feminine qualities and benefits of 
entrepreneurship, be relevant to the experiences of women creating businesses, and give women 
confidence in their entrepreneurial abilities (Lewis, 2006; Mirchandani, 1999). 
The current study contributes to this body of feminist scholarship by measuring the effect 
of gendered communication on women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship. The following sections advance my hypotheses and are structured as follows: 
first, I provide a review of literature relevant to women’s behavioral intentions toward nonprofit 
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and for-profit entrepreneurship. Second, I describe the body of literature that informs my 
hypotheses regarding the effects of communication on women’s behavioral intentions. 
Behavioral intentions towards nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. Evidence 
suggests that many women view entrepreneurship as a means to create social good and help 
others. For example, Robinson et al. (2007) conducted a qualitative study of African American 
women entrepreneurs (AAWEs) from across the US. They found that most women thought of the 
economic success of their businesses as an important external indicator of success (e.g., an 
indicator used by lending institutions to evaluate success); however, the 62 AAWEs in the study 
identified other indicators as their primary means of gauging their own success, and these 
indicators included the extent to which their businesses could provide for their families, allow 
them flexibility to spend time with their families, and allow them the opportunity to give back to 
their communities (Robinson et al., 2007). Most AAWEs were concerned about their community 
well-being, and many went so far as to focus hiring on high school dropouts, former felons, and 
public assistance recipients (Robinson et al., 2007) Each of these indicators of AAWEs’ success 
aligns with the feminine attributes of caregiving and nurturing, as well as the desire to build 
relationships and focus on communal well-being (Calas & Smircich, 2009). 
Trauger et al. (2010) conducted a qualitative study of women-owned farms. They found 
that the women-owned farms in their study were likely to promote social and economic 
development in ways that commodity agriculture cannot (Trauger et al., 2010). These farms, 
which the authors labeled as a form of civic agriculture, provided economic benefits to the 
farmers while also offering socio-environmental benefits to their communities, such as cleaner 
water through reductions in the use of chemicals, fresher produce through direct marketing with 
their communities, educational programs on farming, and an opportunity for themselves and 
community members to build spiritual connections with nature (Trauger et al., 2010). Many of 
these women farmers were explicit in their desire to operate their businesses as community 
centers and provide a community good or service. Some of these women also expressed their 
lack of fit with the predominantly male agricultural industry (Trauger et al., 2010). Women 
attributed their marginalization in farming to their both resistance to traditional gender roles and to 
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their ability to capitalize on the strengths of their identities as women (Trauger et al., 2010). These 
women tended to see the act of starting a farming business as a masculine activity, but viewed 
their goals and the qualities of their farms as aligning with a feminine gender role, focused on 
care-giving, relationship-building, and community (Calas & Smircich, 2009). 
Several scholars have noted that certain forms of entrepreneurship align more closely 
with the values of femininity than others (Levie & Hart, 2011; Oppedisano, 2004; Pines et al., 
2011; Teasdale et al., 2011). One such form is social entrepreneurship (Levie & Hart, 2011; Pines 
et al., 2011). Litzky, Godshalk, and Walton-Bongers (2010) define social entrepreneurship 
broadly as “a process involving the innovative use of resources to pursue opportunities to 
catalyze social change, create social value, and/or address social needs,” (p. 145). Social 
entrepreneurs measure their success not by mere economics but also by the social value they 
create (Dorado, 2006; Litzky et al., 2010; Mair & Marti, 2006; McCrea, 2010; Schlee, Currin, & 
Harich, 2009; Short, Moss, & Lumpkin, 2009). Successful social enterprises are those that create 
both financial and social returns on investment (Thompson & Doherty, 2006). Oppedisano (2004) 
refers to social entrepreneurship as entrepreneurial philanthropy and argues that women have a 
deep history of initiating organizations that make a positive and constructive difference in society. 
The author describes the work of several early women entrepreneurial philanthropists as well as 
notable exemplars from the recent past and concludes by suggesting there is a need to 
understand how women’s focus on social good has impacted their entrepreneurial work 
(Oppedisano, 2004). 
Some evidence suggests that women’s socialization to nurture leads them to pursue 
entrepreneurship with a social mission. According to the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (2006) 
women are more likely to pursue social entrepreneurship than entrepreneurship that does not 
have a social mission. The GEM (2006) report found that while women are less likely to be social 
entrepreneurs than men (2.8% of women are social entrepreneurs, compared with 3.6% of men), 
the gap between rates of women’s and men’s participation is smaller among social entrepreneurs 
than among entrepreneurs who do not have a social mission. Levie and Hart (2011) reached 
similar conclusions with study of social entrepreneurs and entrepreneurs that did not have a 
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social mission (what they refer to as business entrepreneurs). Using a random sample of social 
entrepreneurs and business entrepreneurs in the UK, they found that women were more likely to 
be involved in social entrepreneurship than business entrepreneurship (Levie & Hart, 2011). 
Forty-six percent of the social entrepreneurs in the sample were women, while only about 27% of 
the business entrepreneurs were women, and Chi-square tests indicated that this difference was 
statistically significant (Levie & Hart, 2011). 
Lyon and Humbert (2012) analyzed self-identified social enterprises and found that 
women comprise 57% of social enterprise employees and 41% of social enterprise board 
members in the UK. Twenty-nine percent of social enterprise boards in feminine industries (e.g., 
health and childcare) are dominated by women (Lyon & Humbert, 2012). Lyon and Humbert 
concluded that although women are underrepresented among leaders in social enterprises, these 
entities offer a more egalitarian environment for women’s involvement and leadership, compared 
to enterprises that do not have a social mission. 
Cukier, Trenholm, Carl, and Gekas (2011) have also argued that there is a connection 
between femininity and social entrepreneurship. Cukier et al. (2011) completed a content analysis 
of social entrepreneurship articles and found that 40% of the social entrepreneurs identified in 
these articles were women, reflecting women’s greater participation in social entrepreneurship 
than in entrepreneurship that does not have a social mission. Cukier et al.’s (2011) work also 
suggests that others – specifically, the authors of the articles who included a disproportionately 
high number of women social entrepreneurs (relative to the proportion of women to men engaged 
in social entrepreneurship) – view social entrepreneurship as an activity that is congruent with 
femininity. Cukier et al. (2011), Lyon and Humbert (2012), and Levie and Hart (2011) have each 
suggested the need for greater research regarding women and social entrepreneurship, given the 
nascence of the topic in scholarship and the evidence that supports the existence of a link 
between women and social entrepreneurship. 
The act of starting a nonprofit organization is often considered a form of entrepreneurship 
with a social mission (Austin et al., 2006; Dorado, 2006; Kuratko, 2003; Litzky et al., 2010; Short 
et al., 2009). Nonprofit organizations, also referred to as charitable, independent, civil society, 
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third sector, and volunteer organizations, offer a great deal to society (Nank, 2011). They allow 
citizens to create and expand their personal and social identities and connect individuals with 
similar civic concerns, leading to the legitimatization of issues and the development of solutions to 
community problems (Nank, 2011). 
The history of women’s involvement in the nonprofit sector is well-documented and 
describes nonprofit employment as a place for the beginnings of women’s professional work 
outside of the home (Mastracci & Herring, 2010; Themudo, 2009). In fact, until roughly a century 
ago, women were relegated exclusively to the domestic sphere, and women’s contributions to the 
efforts of volunteer organizations were among the few socially sanctioned activities outside of the 
home (Matthews, 1992). As Matthews (1992) has argued, volunteer work was a liberating 
opportunity for women to contribute to society through the public realm. 
Today, women in the developed world are more likely than men to be involved in 
community service and volunteer work (Egerton & Mullan, 2008; Themudo, 2009), and the 
proportions of women in full-time and mission-centric positions are higher in nonprofit 
organizations than in for-profit businesses (Mastracci & Herring, 2010). According to a recent 
report by The White House Project (2009), women constitute just 3% of Fortune 500 company 
CEOs, 15% of Fortune 500 board members, and 48% of the Fortune 500 workforce, but they 
make up 45% of CEOs at nonprofit organizations, 43% of nonprofit board members, and 73% of 
the nonprofit workforce. In some contexts, the proportion of female to male leadership in 
nonprofits is biased toward women. Pynes (2000), for example, investigated proportions of 
women and men in nonprofit CEO positions in a Midwestern city and found that in this particular 
region, there were more female nonprofit CEOs than male nonprofit CEOs. Similar results 
emerged in a study conducted by Claus, Sandlin, and Callahan (2013) regarding gendered 
leadership within the European Union. Women were more likely to hold leadership positions in 
nonprofit organizations than for-profit organizations (Claus et al., 2013). 
As some researchers have argued, the values of nonprofit organizations align with the 
caregiving and nurturing values of femininity (Claus et al., 2013; Nank, 2011; Salmenniemi, 
2005). Gendered discourse represents women as altruistic and self-sacrificing, while men are 
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represented as self-interested, focused on material benefits (Salmenniemi, 2005). In a qualitative 
study of Russian civic activists, civil servants, and donor agencies, Salmenniemi (2005) found 
that women and men viewed women’s activity in the nonprofit sector as a function of the 
femininity of nonprofit work and equated women’s success in taking care of society with their 
domestic success in taking care of families. Similarly, Pynes (2000) has argued that because 
nonprofit organizations are viewed as focused on the welfare of society and the individual, 
including societal and individual health, education, and well-being, nonprofit careers are viewed 
as feminine occupations. 
The scholarship on nonprofit organizations suggests that nonprofits are perceived as 
feminine entities. Given women’s predominant socialization to adopt a feminine gender role, I 
extrapolate that women would also be attracted to entrepreneurship that is congruent with 
femininity. Therefore, within the TPB framework, this assertion suggests that women are likely to 
have more positive attitudes toward nonprofit organizations than for-profit businesses. Women’s 
socialization to espouse feminine gender roles and perceptions of nonprofit organizations as 
feminine implies that women would perceive starting a nonprofit organization as more socially 
acceptable than starting a for-profit business. Further, as women are socialized to perform 
femininity well, they are likely to view themselves as having the feminine skills needed to perform 
well leading a feminine organization. Finally, scholarship has demonstrated that women are more 
likely to lead nonprofit organizations than for-profit businesses, suggesting that women may also 
be more likely to intend to start nonprofit organizations than for-profit businesses. Based on the 
scholarship that argues women are predominantly socialized to espouse femininity, the perceived 
femininity of nonprofit occupations, and the history of women’s relatively larger leadership role in 
the nonprofit than in for-profit sector, the following hypotheses are offered regarding women’s 
attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and entrepreneurial intentions: 
H1: Attitudes toward nonprofit organizations are higher than attitudes toward for-profit 
businesses. 
H2: Social norms toward nonprofit organizations are higher than social norms toward for-
profit businesses. 
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H3: Self-efficacy toward nonprofit organizations is higher than self-efficacy toward for-
profit businesses. 
H4: Behavioral intentions toward nonprofit organizations are higher than behavioral 
intentions toward for-profit businesses. 
The effects of communication on entrepreneurial intentions. Discourse can be 
defined as the use of language – including communication via written, verbal, and graphical forms 
(Wetherell et al., 2001). Feminist scholars have criticized masculine entrepreneurship discourse 
as being exclusive of women, and these perceptions of entrepreneurship as a masculine field are 
prominent beyond academe. Fagenson and Marcus (1991) were among the first to quantitatively 
examine gendered stereotyping of entrepreneurs and reported that women’s perceptions of 
successful business owners equated entrepreneurial success with masculinity. Compared to 
masculine attributes, feminine attributes were perceived to be less congruent with being a 
successful entrepreneur (Fagenson & Marcus, 1991). Gupta and colleagues (2009) studied 
perceptions of entrepreneurship among business students in particular, which included 
entrepreneurship-savvy women and men. They asked participants to rate a series of words or 
phrases as characteristic of themselves, of entrepreneurs, and finally of men or women (Gupta et 
al., 2009). They found a significant and strong correlation (r = .71) between participants’ 
descriptions of men and entrepreneurs, supporting their hypothesis that entrepreneurs are 
perceived to be predominantly masculine (Gupta et al., 2009). 
Beliefs about gender and entrepreneurship are learned through discourse (Ahl, 2006). A 
great deal of scholarship has been dedicated in particular to understanding how masculine 
entrepreneurship discourse has affected women’s ability to identify as entrepreneurs. This 
scholarship includes a number of qualitative studies that demonstrate women’s rejection of the 
masculine language used to describe entrepreneurship and of the word entrepreneur, itself. 
An ethnographic study conducted by Bruni et al. (2004), for instance, investigated the 
experiences of two sisters who owned a successful welding company. These women did not refer 
to themselves as entrepreneurs (Bruni et al., 2004). In fact, the owners of the welding company, 
often mistaken as secretaries rather than business owners, referred to themselves as, “dis-
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entrepreneurs,” reporting to the researchers that they were unlike the stereotypical entrepreneur 
(Bruni et al., 2004). Bruni and colleagues (2004) noted that these women ran their businesses in 
ways different from the stereotypical entrepreneur; they used their business to carve out time for 
family, and the employees themselves were seen as family members. The women had modest 
business goals and cared mostly about their business’ ability to support their family. Bruni et al. 
(2004) concluded that the sisters’ rejection of the word entrepreneur was also a rejection of the 
masculine stereotype of the entrepreneur; these women instead carved out an identity that 
aligned with feminine values. 
Similarly, in a qualitative study of male and female doctorate students, Hytti and 
Heinonen (2013) found that women were aversive to the dominant heroic language used to 
describe entrepreneurship. Hytti and Heinonen (2012) examined the written reflections of 
graduates in the hard sciences who were enrolled in an entrepreneurial training program and 
found that two entrepreneurial identities emerged: heroic entrepreneurs and humane 
entrepreneurs. The heroic entrepreneur is the stereotypical masculine prototype – an individual 
who is daring and assertive (Hytti & Heinonen, 2013). Men’s reflections on their experiences in 
the program indicated that they viewed the pursuit of heroic entrepreneurial activity as not only 
appropriate but an obvious career choice, so long as they had access to entrepreneurial training 
(Hytti & Heinonen, 2013). On the other hand, women wrote about their hesitancy to see 
themselves as entrepreneurs; they wrote about feminine entrepreneurial aspirations (Hytti & 
Heinonen, 2013). Through their written reflections, these women constructed a feminine 
entrepreneurial identity for themselves (Hytti & Heinonen, 2013). Hytti and Heinonen, (2013) 
referred to this new identity the women constructed as the humane entrepreneur. Humane 
entrepreneurs had interests in low-tech industries (e.g., creating an organic farm) that focused on 
community, espoused modest business goals, and stated their discomfort with the masculine 
vernacular they felt predominant in entrepreneurship training (Hytti & Heinonen, 2013). 
Garcia and Welter (2013) found through a qualitative study of women business owners 
that many of the women they interviewed felt dissonance between the language used to describe 
entrepreneurship and the language used to describe womanhood. Because of this dissonance, 
  49 
these particular women felt uncomfortable calling themselves entrepreneurs (Garcia & Welter, 
2013). These women felt that their performance as entrepreneurs was constantly judged and that 
they had to prove their commitment to entrepreneurship in ways they felt men would not (Garcia 
& Welter, 2013). 
An experiment conducted by Gupta et al. (2008) explored the activation of gender 
stereotypes and how activation affects entrepreneurial intentions among business students. 
Gupta et al.’s (2008) experiment activated stereotypes explicitly in some conditions and implicitly 
in others; in an explicit experimental condition, language in a newspaper article explicitly indicated 
that entrepreneurs show characteristics of American masculinity (or femininity), while in an 
implicit experimental condition, participants merely read about entrepreneurs having masculine or 
feminine characteristics with no mention of the gender of the characteristics. When a masculine 
gender stereotype was implicitly activated, men had significantly greater entrepreneurial 
intentions than women (Gupta et al., 2008). Gupta et al. (2008) point out that most discourse 
about entrepreneurship implicitly (rather than explicitly) demonstrates masculinity, resulting in 
men having greater entrepreneurial intentions than women. 
Gupta et al.’s (2008) study presents the question of whether altering communication can 
positively affect women’s behavioral intentions, with particular regard to nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship. The current study contributes to this growing body of work on gender and 
entrepreneurship using the TPB model by measuring the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s nonprofit and for-profit behavioral intentions. Feminists have argued that the dominant 
discourse about entrepreneurship conflates entrepreneurship with masculinity. In fact, feminist 
scholars Hanson, Blake, Nelson, and Seager (2008) have even authored a piece titled, 
“Changing the Gender of Entrepreneurship.” While it is unclear what entrepreneurship discourse 
might look like if masculinity and femininity were to be acknowledged equally, feminist scholars 
generally agree that if communication about entrepreneurship were to include feminine voices, 
women’s engagement in entrepreneurship would increase. 
Evidence suggests that women are likely to be motivated to pursue male-dominated 
careers when those careers appear congruent with femininity. Marshall and Brown (2004), for 
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example, sought to understand the effect of gender in military recruitment through a quantitative 
study of men’s and women’s attitudes regarding the military and the benefits of a military career. 
Marshall and Brown (2004) discovered that women valued teamwork and collaboration 
significantly more than men and were more likely to view opportunities to collaborate and be a 
member of a team as a reason to pursue a military career. As a result of their findings, Marshall 
and Brown (2004) advocated for altered marketing strategies to influence women’s perceptions 
about military duty that included messages that would appeal to feminine audiences. 
Similar findings have emerged in the scholarship regarding the recruitment and retention 
of women in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics. Margolis and Fisher (2003) 
completed a qualitative longitudinal study of women and men enrolled in computer science 
programs to understand the relatively low number of women who both enroll in and complete 
computer science degrees. They found that students’ motivations to study computer science vary 
by gender (Margolis & Fisher, 2003). While men were interested in computer science primarily 
due to the technical qualities of the field, women were interested in the human and social 
components of computer science. Forty-four percent of women and just 9% of the men who 
Margolis and Fisher (2003) interviewed linked their interest in computer science to solving 
challenges posed in another field. For example, one female student reported that she wanted to 
use computer science to study diseases (Margolis & Fisher, 2003). Another female student 
reported that she would like to use her skill in computer science to make a contribution to 
medicine (Margolis & Fisher, 2003). A number of female students reported the desire to use 
computer science to help others and make the world a better place (Margolis & Fisher, 2003). 
Evidence suggests that altering communication about male-dominated fields to be more 
inclusive of feminine discourse can change women’s attitudes about and engagement in those 
fields. For example, the National Academy of Engineering (2008) completed a comprehensive 
mixed methods study that analyzed data from interviews, focus groups, and surveys to 
understand perceptions of engineering and to test the effectiveness of messages about 
engineering among children, teens, and adults. While both men and women responded positively 
to messages about making a difference through engineering, results of the study indicated that 
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having a career where one can make a difference is more important among females than males 
(National Academy of Engineering, 2008). Messages that had the most appeal among girls and 
adolescent women included, “Engineers make a world of difference,” and “Engineering is 
essential to our health, happiness, and safety” (National Academy of Engineering, 2008). The 
second of these messages was significantly more appealing to girls and adolescent women than 
to boys and adolescent men (National Academy of Engineering, 2008). 
As a result of the National Academy of Engineering (2008) study, the University of 
Colorado-Boulder undertook a major effort to alter their communication about engineering 
(National Academy of Sciences, 2013). Efforts to market UC-Boulder’s engineering degrees, 
including for instance brochures, postcards, and verbal messaging at recruitment events, used 
communication that aligned with the findings of the National Academy of Engineering (2008). 
Directly following this campaign, the proportion of women enrolled in the College of Engineering 
rose from 20% to 25%, a 25% increase, and leadership of the college attribute this positive 
change in part to altered messaging about engineering (National Academy of Sciences, 2013). 
Similarly, Colvin, Lyden, Leon de la Barra (2013) demonstrated that communicating 
about the feminine qualities of engineering can enhance middle school girls’ attitudes toward 
engineering. Colvin et al. (2013) led a four-week long series of STEM workshops for 45 middle 
school girls that emphasized altruism and communal success as central goals of engineers. Prior 
to the workshops, Colvin et al. (2013) asked students to draw pictures of engineers, and only six 
students drew pictures of women. After the workshops concluded, 18 of the girls drew women 
engineers (Colvin et al., 2013). Colvin et al. (2013) attribute this difference to communication 
throughout the workshops that demonstrated and reinforced how the work of engineers aligns 
with caregiving and communal success. 
The recruiting efforts by the National Academy of Engineering and the work by Colvin et 
al. (2013) to change girls’ attitudes toward engineering used feminine discourse to appeal to girls. 
These strategies are in alignment with marketing and advertising literature about methods to 
appeal to feminine consumers. This body of research has demonstrated that consumers prefer 
products that are advertised using language and imagery that matches the gender identities that 
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they perceive as characteristic of themselves (Feiereisen et al., 2009; Fry, 1971; Gentry et al., 
1978; Putrevu, 2004; Worth et al., 1992). Feiereisen et al. (2009), for example, investigated 
whether advertisements that are congruent with women’s gender identities would elicit stronger 
positive responses than advertisements that were incongruent with women’s gender identities. 
Feiereisen et al. (2009) defined congruent advertisements as those that portray gender in a way 
that corresponds with the consumer’s gender role. Findings provided evidence of the ability of 
congruent advertisements to elicit positive responses (Feiereisen et al., 2009). Similarly, Worth et 
al. (1992) conducted a study to determine if feminine women preferred feminine products. They 
found that a consumer’s gender role was an important predictor of product evaluations, where 
feminine women preferred products that were described using feminine language (Worth et al., 
1992). 
The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. Recruiting 
brochures are a form of communication, and in the human resources literature, the effects of 
manipulating communication in recruiting brochures and advertisements are well-documented. 
Manipulating communication about an organization or career affects applicants’ attitudes toward 
the organization or career (Bosak & Sczesny, 2008; Slaughter & Greguras, 2009). For example, 
Slaughter and Greguras (2009) conducted a study that asked participants to assess 
organizations’ personalities and then self-report their own personalities. Poor fit between 
participants’ personalities and the personality of the organization they assessed was significantly 
related to lower levels of attraction to the organization (Slaughter & Greguras, 2009). Because 
individuals are attracted to organizations that are communicated to be congruent with their 
personalities, they may also be attracted to careers that are communicated to be congruent with 
their gender identities. 
Similar conclusions can be drawn from a study by Bosak and Sczesny (2008). Bosak and 
Sczesny (2008) investigated the effects of gender roles on occupational fit. Participants in Bosak 
and Sczesny’s (2008) study examined one of three recruiting brochures that described a 
business leadership position and featured images of a woman, a man, or a woman and a man 
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together. Bosak and Sczesny (2008) found that women rated themselves as less suitable than 
men for the leadership opportunity, regardless of brochure, and that these results were mediated 
by women’s views that they possessed less of the masculine traits (e.g., assertiveness, 
individualism, etc.) required for such positions. Women in this study saw masculine positions as 
less congruent with their feminine identities, suggesting that they would view positions that are 
congruent with their identities as more suitable for their career aspirations.  
Catanzaro, Moore, and Marshall (2010) investigated whether women and men were more 
attracted to feminine or masculine organizations. Participants in the study were presented with 
either a masculine or feminine recruiting brochure (Catanzaro et al., 2010). The masculine 
brochure used phrases such as, “competitive environment,” and “work individually and 
aggressively to achieve your career goals,” whereas the feminine brochure used phrases such 
as, “nurturing environment,” and “values the collaboration among all employees” (Catanzaro et 
al., 2010). Catanzaro et al. (2010) found that women were significantly more likely than men to 
report that they were attracted to feminine organizations. This makes sense, given the gender 
scholarship on women’s socialization to espouse feminine gender roles and the career planning 
literature that demonstrates women’s preference for feminine careers. What Catanzaro et al.’s 
(2010) work adds to this literature is that women respond to communication in ways that reflect a 
predominantly feminine gender role. Such a pattern is likely to also emerge among women’s 
responses to masculine and feminine entrepreneurship communication.  
Though entrepreneurship has historically been associated with masculinity, evidence 
from additional human resources literature suggests that these perceptions may be malleable and 
changed by manipulating communication. Perceptions of organizations, for example, have been 
manipulated through experiments that focused on communication (Slaughter, Zickar, Highhouse, 
& Mohr, 2004; Walker, Feild, Giles, Bernerth, & Short, 2011). Slaughter and colleagues (2004) 
demonstrated that when participants read a newspaper article that implicitly reflected high levels 
of a fictional company’s organizational personality, they could accurately assess the company’s 
personality in a follow up survey. Walker et al. (2011) advanced the scholarship on malleability of 
organizational image through an experiment using real companies. Participants were first asked 
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to assess their familiarity with and perceptions of a real company (Walker et al., 2011). A week 
later, the participants visited the website of the same company and completed a follow up survey 
to measure their responses to the online presence; and, a week following the website visit, 
participants completed a third survey that re-assessed participants’ perceptions of the company 
(Walker et al., 2011). Walker and colleagues (2011) demonstrated that with the slight 
manipulation of a single website visit, organizational image could be altered. This suggests 
women’s perceptions of entrepreneurship as a masculine activity may be similarly malleable 
given interaction with feminine entrepreneurship language and imagery. 
Cumulatively, these studies from the human resources literature demonstrate that 
communication affects people’s ability to identify with a career or organization, as well as their 
attitudes and behavior. Women have responded to campaigns (National Academy of Sciences, 
2013), advertisements (Worth et al., 1992), and recruiting brochures (Bosak & Sczesny, 2008; 
Catanzaro et al., 2010) in ways that reflect their identification with a feminine gender role. 
Feminists have claimed that gender socialization has limited women’s aspirations and ability to 
work in masculine organizations and pursue stereotypically masculine positions (Ahl, 2006; Bird & 
Brush, 2002; Bruni et al., 2004; Calas & Smircich, 2009; Mirchandani, 1999). At the same time, 
communication can also be used to manipulate perceptions of an organization or career (Walker 
et al., 2011). This evidence is of particular relevance to the current study, suggesting that 
entrepreneurship communication can be manipulated and create change among women’s 
perceptions of entrepreneurship, which is likely to affect their entrepreneurial attitudes and 
behavioral intentions. 
 In summary, research indicates that men and women view entrepreneurship discourse as 
incompatible with femininity (Ahl, 2006; Bird & Brush, 2002; Bruni et al., 2004; Calas & Smircich, 
2009; Mirchandani, 1999). This dissonance has a negative effect on women’s entrepreneurial 
attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and behavioral intentions (Gupta et al., 2008). Research has 
also demonstrated that altering communication about a career’s compatibility with femininity can 
alter women’s attitudes and behavior (Marshall & Brown, 2004; National Academy of Engineering, 
2008). Evidence from the marketing and human resources literature demonstrates that individuals 
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respond positively to communication that aligns with their gender role (Feiereisen et al., 2009; 
Fry, 1971; Gentry et al., 1978; Putrevu, 2004; Worth et al., 1992). Based on this scholarship, I 
extrapolate that careers that are communicated as feminine are likely to be viewed positively by 
women and as feasible careers to pursue, as women are likely to have the skills to do well in 
these careers. Women are also likely to think of careers that are communicated as feminine as 
socially acceptable. According to the TPB model, positive attitudes, social norms, and self-
efficacy should positively affect intentions. As such, the following hypotheses are offered: 
H5: Attitudes toward nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses are higher in the 
feminine communication condition than in the masculine communication condition. 
H6: Social norms toward nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses are higher in 
the feminine communication condition than in the masculine communication condition. 
H7: Self-efficacy toward nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses is higher in the 
feminine communication condition than in the masculine communication condition. 
H8: Behavioral intentions toward nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses are 
higher in the feminine communication condition than in the masculine communication 
condition. 
  
  56 
CHAPTER 3 
 
METHODS 
The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. This study was 
guided by feminist ideology and used qualitative and quantitative methods to address the 
research hypotheses. In the following sections, I provide an overview of mixed methods; describe 
the study’s qualitative methods and findings, including how they were used to inform the 
quantitative study; and conclude by describing the study’s quantitative methods. 
Research Methodology 
This study utilized feminist empirical methods, an epistemology that combines feminist 
political goals with empirical methods (Harding, 1987; Hundleby, 2011). Empiricism, defined as 
an epistemology that derives knowledge from experience, is a rhetorically powerful tool for 
feminists because of its persuasive force among the dominant culture that values empirical 
evidence, objectivity, and facts to accept an idea as true or real (Hundleby, 2011). A critical 
element of feminist empiricism is to begin inquiry with the experiences of those who have been 
historically marginalized in research (Harding, 1987) – in this case, the experiences of women. By 
including gender and a deep understanding of context into empirical research, feminist 
empiricism can bring light to the patriarchal assumptions that are inherent to the tools researchers 
typically use to investigate entrepreneurial behavior and attitudes (Campbell, 1994; Calas et al., 
2007; Intemann, 2010; Leckenby, 2007). In this manner, feminist empiricism makes important 
contributions to uncovering androcentric bias in research by encouraging the practice of stronger 
objectivity (Hesse-Biber, 2011). 
Feminist research very commonly uses mixed methods (Stewart & Cole, 2011), also 
known as mixed research or multiple methods (Creswell, 2009; Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, & 
Turner, 2007; Leech, 2012), because this embracement of pluralism is less likely to produce a 
narrow and limiting picture of the human experience (Stewart & Cole, 2011). Johnson et al. 
(2007) define mixed methods as a pragmatic approach to research that considers multiple 
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perspectives, including qualitative and quantitative methods, in order to provide the most 
comprehensive and valuable research results.  
Mixed methods were first formally recognized in the social sciences literature by 
Campbell and Fiske (1959), who introduced the concept of triangulation, in which different 
methodologies are utilized to validate results. Feminists commonly use quantitative data to 
explore and expand upon qualitative findings in mixed methods research (Stewart & Cole, 2011). 
Stewart and Cole (2011) argue that this application of mixed methods is critical because it 
validates the experiences of marginalized groups among the dominant culture, which values 
quantitative methods and findings. Mixed research has the potential to increase the validity of 
constructs, measurement tools, and results by leveraging the inherent strengths of various 
methodologies (Creswell, 2009; Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Johnson et al., 2007; Leech, 
2012). In the current study, mixed methods were used for the purpose of development, the 
process of using the results from one method to help inform another, including, for example, the 
development of measurement items (Greene et al., 1989). 
The current study used qualitative methods, the analysis and interpretation of texts to 
describe a phenomenon (Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003), to inform quantitative methods, the 
process of explaining phenomena through the collection and statistical analysis of numerical data 
(Aliaga & Gunderson, 1999). Using a qual+QUAN sequential mixed methods design, qualitative 
methods were used to develop and validate a survey appropriate to an audience of college 
women, many of whom may have little experience with entrepreneurship. Quantitative methods, 
the current study’s dominant research methodology, were used to implement the survey and test 
the study’s hypotheses. 
Qualitative Research 
Qualitative research was used to explore women’s understanding of entrepreneurship’s 
definition, their attitudes towards entrepreneurship, and their attitudes towards entrepreneurship 
communication. The information gleaned from the qualitative research was used to guide the 
operationalization of the study’s core constructs and the design of the survey. Qualitative 
methods are appropriate for these purposes because they permit a researcher to explore minority 
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perspectives as well as respond to unexpected data (Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003; Marshall & 
Rossman, 2010). 
Insofar as entrepreneurship research is concerned, women and students of majors 
exclusive of business degree programs have been the minority of past study participants (Moore, 
1990; Stevenson, 1990), and relatively little is known about how they understand and feel about 
entrepreneurship. To date, most research in entrepreneurship has been conducted using men as 
participants (Moore, 1990; Stevenson, 1990), while the current study’s analysis used a sample 
that was entirely female. Research questions proposed and surveys created in the 
entrepreneurship scholarship have tended to be the work of male researchers for the purpose of 
studying predominantly male research participants (Bird & Brush, 2002). From an empirical 
perspective, when such methodologies are applied to the study of women entrepreneurs, they are 
likely to lead to problems with construct validity (Bird & Brush, 2002), as well as variations in 
results across studies (Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Morris et al., 2006). Feminists have asserted that 
surveys designed to collect data about men who are entrepreneurs tend to lack validity and may 
compound errors of measurement among women entrepreneurs, who research has shown have 
different entrepreneurial goals and face different challenges than their male colleagues (Bird & 
Brush, 2002; Moore, 1990; Robb & Watson, 2012; Stevenson, 1990). Through qualitative 
methods, the researcher’s subjectivity is utilized in a disciplined way to gain entrance to and 
interpret the views of minority perspectives (Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003). As such, qualitative 
methods may provide in-depth understanding of women’s perspectives of the definition of 
entrepreneurship and their attitudes towards entrepreneurship. 
One rich and yet relatively untapped source of data about how entrepreneurship is 
perceived by college women of diverse fields is the thoughts of these women, themselves. To 
explore women’s understanding of entrepreneurship, attitudes toward entrepreneurship, and 
attitudes toward entrepreneurship communication, the Merton, Fiske, and Kendall (1956) Focus 
Group Interview (FGI) was used. The FGI is an in-depth group interview in which participants are 
selected purposively, not necessarily as a representative sample (Merton et al., 1956). Focus 
group participants are fairly homogenous and are selected to ensure that group members share 
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commonalities related to the topic and can therefore feel comfortable and secure in discussing 
the topic with others like themselves (Krueger, 2009; Lederman, 1990; Merton et al., 1956; 
Onwuegbuzie, Dickinson, & Leech, 2009; Smithson, 2008; Stewart & Shamdasani, 1990). 
Several focus groups must be conducted in an FGI study, as the researcher analyzes across 
groups in search of themes and patterns and stops gathering data once the study has reached 
saturation, the point at which no new insights are being gained (Krueger, 2009; Smithson, 2008). 
Ideal focus group size varies but tends to be from six to eight participants (Krueger, 2009). 
FGI provides a researcher with direct access to the language and concepts that 
individuals use to communicate about a specific topic (Smithson, 2008; Stewart & Shamdasani, 
1990). For that reason, FGI is used when a researcher needs new insight into what people of a 
given group feel, think, and/or do about something, rather than when the researcher is interested 
in testing hypotheses (Lederman, 1990; Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009; Stewart & Shamdasani, 
1990). Because new insight was critical to how women understand and feel about 
entrepreneurship communication, FGI was a viable method; it enabled college women who 
potentially may know very little about entrepreneurship to express their thoughts in a secure and 
nonthreatening forum in which they would be asked to share what they do not know. 
Interview participants. Two seminars, each with fewer than 40 students and that met 
general education credit requirements at a large Southwest university, were used as the primary 
population from which to draw female participants for the FGI. In addition, female students who 
were employed in an on-campus office were invited to participate. Students were not offered an 
incentive to participate; they were asked to volunteer their time in support of a graduate student 
studying entrepreneurship. Students were told they did not need to know anything about 
entrepreneurship in order to participate and that entrepreneurially inexperienced students 
possessed some of the most important perspectives of all for the purposes of this focus group 
research. Twelve female students indicated interest in participating and were asked to report at a 
given time and place to a small conference room in which the FGI’s would be held. Three of the 
12 students who indicated interest in participating did not ultimately attend an FGI. Most 
participants were of different majors, including Spanish, nutrition, pre-med, business, teacher 
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education (three participants), engineering, and English. Three participants were first-year 
students, five were sophomores, and one was a junior. Students represented a variety of races 
and ethnicities. The researcher acted as the discussion moderator for both focus groups, and one 
of the focus groups also utilized a second moderator, a woman who the students in that focus 
group knew and who was included to help increase students’ comfort level with sharing honest 
opinions. 
Interview procedure. Two FGI’s were held, one with four participants and one with five. 
The room had a round table conducive to discussion, an important seating arrangement to reduce 
the tendency for any particular participant to assume a dominant role in the FGI (Stewart & 
Shamdasani, 1990). The groups met for one and a half hours each. Groups were welcomed by 
the researcher, who explained the purpose of the research, asked participants to share their 
honest opinions, and provided some ground rules, including speaking one at a time, speaking in 
the first person, and speaking loud enough for all to hear. The researcher used a topic guide for 
the FGI’s, cast in the form of areas of concern, with specific questions to probe for each of three 
areas: definitions of entrepreneurship, attitudes toward entrepreneurship, and attitudes toward 
entrepreneurship communication. After both FGI’s, the researcher coded responses as I 
(individual), C (consensus) and A (areas of agreement or disagreement). 
Communication. Communication about entrepreneurship was operationalized through 
entrepreneurship recruiting brochures. Recruiting brochures were chosen because research has 
shown that they can be used to manipulate attitudes and behavior (Slaughter et al., 2004; Walker 
et al., 2011). Several studies have demonstrated empirically the need for candidates to be acutely 
aware of and familiar with a job opportunity in order to pursue it (Brooks, Highhouse, Russell, & 
Mohr, 2003; Cable & Yu, 2006; Collins & Han, 2004; Collins & Stevens, 2002). College students, 
the population of interest for the current study, are likely to use this form of communication to 
make decisions about their careers. Marketing tactics such as the use of recruiting brochures 
influence job seekers’ perceptions of the organization engaged in recruitment work, which in turn 
affects recruiting success (Collins, 2007). 
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The recruiting brochures developed for this study were each two pages in length. 
Brochures also utilized standard branding (e.g., font, logo, color palette, etc.) of the university 
where the study took place. The first page had a large image of student entrepreneurs and a 
tagline. The second page had an image of a student entrepreneur, an anecdote about a 
successful student entrepreneur, and a list with descriptions of various university resources that 
support student entrepreneurs. Brochures included information about real entrepreneurship 
resources within the university. 
 Recruiting brochure A: Feminine language and feminine image. For brochure A, the 
feminine brochure, the image on the first page featured men and women in a community setting 
wearing sweatshirts as they worked with children in a grade school gymnasium. (See Appendix 
A.) This image depicted women in a caregiving role, which places emphasis on 
entrepreneurship’s alignment with feminine fields such as health and human services (Eccles et 
al., 1999). The tagline for the feminine brochure read, “Make a difference in our communities 
through entrepreneurship.” On the second page, the anecdote utilized language that emphasized 
social impact and making a difference. This anecdote read: 
 As a student, Lee Johnson had an idea to lead high school students in solving social 
challenges faced by their communities; in under five years, Johnson’s idea has 
transformed into Build Some Good (BSG), an organization that has not only won the 
2008 Community Impact Award, but also earned a $1 million grant to further the venture's 
mission. 
 
The name Lee Johnson was selected because Lee is a gender-neutral first name (Van 
Fleet & Atwater, 1997). Johnson was selected because it is one of the ten most popular last 
names in the U.S. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). The anecdote described Johnson’s idea, which 
emphasized community impact and grant-earning activity versus revenue generation. A 
descriptive paragraph of entrepreneurship at the university followed, that focused on university 
resources that can help students “make a difference” and “take a product or service from concept 
to action and impact.” The image on the second page of the brochure was of a female student 
working on a community clean up project. Overall, language and imagery in the feminine 
brochure were meant to demonstrate that entrepreneurship can result in social impact and the 
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betterment of one’s community, which aligns with feminine values of nurturing and caregiving 
(Chodorow, 1978). 
 Brochure B: Masculine language and masculine image. For brochure B, the 
masculine brochure, the image on the first page featured men and women in business attire 
talking amongst one another in an office setting. (See Appendix B.) The tagline for the masculine 
brochure read, “Venture forward with your business idea,” speaking to Ahl’s (2006) typology of 
traditional entrepreneurship as symbolic of the masculine qualities of being adventuresome and 
assertive. On the second page, the anecdote utilized masculine language and focused on wealth 
generation. This anecdote read, 
 As a student, Lee Johnson had an idea to create simple, useful smart phone apps and 
then give them away; in under five years, Johnson’s idea has transformed into 
FreeApps4All.com, a business that has not only won the 2008 Business Strategy of the 
Year Award, but also generated $1 million in revenue last year. 
 
This anecdote described Johnson’s idea as related to technology and placed heavy 
emphasis on business, which highlights entrepreneurship’s alignment with a masculine field (Bird 
& Brush, 2002; Eccles et al., 1999). The final phrase of the anecdote referenced revenue 
generation, an important criterion of success in traditional entrepreneurship and a career 
motivator that Lupart et al. (2004) had demonstrated appealed to boys more than to girls. A 
descriptive paragraph of entrepreneurship at the university followed that emphasized university 
resources can help students, “move your venture forward faster,” speaking to competition, a 
masculine value (Ahl, 2002) and “take a product or service from idea to market,” speaking to 
business, also closely bound with masculinity (Bird & Brush, 2002; Blake & Hanson, 2005). The 
image on the second page of the brochure was of a female student in business attire delivering a 
presentation. Overall, language and imagery in the masculine brochure were meant to represent 
the masculine components of entrepreneurship. 
Recruiting brochure C: Masculine language and feminine image. Recruiting 
brochures C and D were combinations of the language and images used in recruiting brochures A 
and B. Recruiting brochure C included the same images used in the feminine recruiting brochure 
and the language used in the masculine recruiting brochure. (See Appendix C.) Thus, the images 
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visually demonstrated community impact (feminine values), yet the language encouraged profit 
generation, competition, and adventure (masculine values). As this recruiting brochure promoted 
two bottom lines (social impact and profit generation), it aligned with the goals of for-profit social 
entrepreneurship (Dorado, 2006; Litzky et al., 2010; Mair & Marti, 2006; McCrea, 2010; Schlee et 
al., 2009; Short et al., 2009). 
Recruiting brochure D: Feminine language and masculine image. Recruiting 
brochure D included the same images used in the masculine recruiting brochure and the 
language used in the feminine recruiting brochure. (See Appendix D.) Here, the images visually 
demonstrated a focus on business, but the language reflected the concepts of making a 
difference and creating impact in the community. Because this recruiting brochure promoted 
nonprofit activity and socially impactful entrepreneurship through its language, it subtly promoted 
the goals of nonprofit social entrepreneurship (Dorado, 2006; Litzky et al., 2010; Mair & Marti, 
2006; McCrea, 2010; Schlee et al., 2009; Short et al., 2009). 
Information generated from interviews. As a result of the interviews, information was 
produced for each of the three areas: definitions of entrepreneurship, attitudes toward 
entrepreneurship, and attitudes toward entrepreneurship communication. The study used note-
based analysis, a form of analysis that relies on field notes rather than transcript or abridged 
transcript (Krueger, 2009). Note-based analysis uses notes from the focus groups themselves, 
debriefing of the focus groups by the moderator and any assistant moderators, and summary 
comments from the moderator and any assistant moderators (Onwuegbuzie et al., 2009). 
Definitions of entrepreneurship. Participants reached agreement regarding their beliefs 
about the definition of entrepreneurship. For example, all participants felt that entrepreneurship 
was about creating something new, and most participants referenced money in their descriptions 
of entrepreneurship, with statements such as, “It’s about selling a new product,” or, “It brings in 
money.” Participants were asked to rank order a set of cards according to how closely the words 
on the cards described an entity created by an entrepreneur. Each card had a different word or 
phrase used to describe a business entity; words included, for example, nonprofit organization, 
startup, venture, and corporation, among others. Most participants felt that business or small 
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business most aptly describe an entity created by an entrepreneur. All participants said they felt 
uncertain of the definition of the word venture, and many said they felt uncertain of the definition 
of the word enterprise. One participant reported, “I feel so dumb. I have no idea what this word 
[enterprise] means.” Several of the other participants in this focus group agreed that they were 
unsure of the word’s definition. All participants across both focus groups agreed that the word 
startup refers to a new technology company. The group’s understanding of language used to 
describe entrepreneurial activity was very limited. 
Several participants reported not understanding the definition of nonprofit organization 
until a peer provided examples, which included the American Red Cross and ASPCA. Most 
participants reported that starting a nonprofit organization was a form of entrepreneurship, but 
this conclusion was only reached after participants shared examples of nonprofit organizations. 
Participants were unsure of how nonprofits are funded, with several students indicating that they 
receive governmental aid. Conversations in both focus groups included a discussion of volunteers 
and nonprofit organizations. Participants in both focus groups stated that a nonprofit organization 
is any organization that uses volunteers or that does not pay their staff. Other participants 
disagreed with their peers, stating that nonprofit organizations can have paid staff. Overall, 
students had limited knowledge of what a nonprofit organization is, how they are managed, and 
how they are funded. 
Some participants felt that to be an entrepreneur, one must be doing innovative work 
while others felt that starting any sort of business was entrepreneurship. For instance, one 
participant reported, “You have to do things differently to be a real entrepreneur,” while another 
reported, “It could be starting your own car wash.” Further, one participant viewed herself as an 
entrepreneur, though she had not established a legal entity, such as a limited liability company 
(LLC) or s-corporation. This participant reported, “I create my own nutrition books, and I sell them 
to camps. I also raise money for Relay for Life.” 
 Most participants used the word business in some way to describe what they felt a typical 
entrepreneur focused on, and most also indicated that entrepreneurs care about making money. 
One participant reported, “It’s a businessman,” and another added, “Or, a [business] woman,” and 
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all participants in this focus group agreed with that interjection. There was also agreement in 
opinions regarding which qualities are most important to be a successful entrepreneur; 
participants tended to view masculine characteristics as more critical, including characteristics 
such as competitiveness, ambition, assertiveness, self-reliance, and a high tolerance for risk. 
And, participants agreed that these were qualities that women could adopt, but the fact that 
participants often used the words could or can to describe women’s ability to act in masculine 
ways indicated their reluctance to believe that women inherently espouse the qualities of 
successful entrepreneurs. 
 Most participants felt that women and men entrepreneurs experience the same sorts of 
challenges, with the exception that two participants shared that they felt women entrepreneurs 
have unique family responsibilities that their male peers may not experience as deeply. The 
student who considered herself to be an entrepreneur reported that when she ultimately has 
children she will need her husband to take a lead role in caring for them so that she has time to 
manage her business. A second participant reported that some women entrepreneurs start 
businesses as a hobby and spoke about an aunt who sold Mary Kay products because she 
wanted to care for her children and “have some small kind of work” at the same time. 
Attitudes toward entrepreneurship. There were areas of agreement and disagreement 
in attitudes toward entrepreneurship. Most participants felt that starting a nonprofit organization 
was a “different kind” of entrepreneurship because “it isn’t about the money.” All participants 
agreed that if starting a nonprofit organization could be considered a form of entrepreneurship, it 
was an incredibly positive form, reporting, “They do stuff out of their hearts,” and, “They do it for 
the community and not for themselves.” “It makes me feel good,” stated another participant. 
Many participants reported positive views of small businesses, and participants often 
equated them with family-owned businesses. One reported, “My uncle has a small business, and 
it means a lot to him and the family.” Another reported, “Everything we have, it started with a 
small business. You can’t do anything without it.” Other participants reported that they had neither 
negative nor positive views of small businesses, and one participant reported very negative views 
of small businesses. “They just care about money,” she reported. Similarly, several participants 
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viewed for-profit businesses the least positively and reported, “I feel like they are just selfish,” 
and, “They just want to make money. It’s just about the money.” With the exception of one 
participant who reported that making money is important to her and her family, all others seemed 
to affiliate making money with being selfish. 
Attitudes toward entrepreneurship communication. Participants were shown the four 
draft recruiting brochures that were created for the current study (see Appendices A-D) and 
asked to report their feelings about the brochures. Participants were shown the brochures one 
page at a time, beginning with the first page and were asked which version of the first page was 
the most pleasant. All participants felt that the most pleasant first page of the recruiting brochure 
was the first page of brochure A, the feminine brochure, which used consistent language and 
imagery suggesting that entrepreneurship is socially impactful. One participant reported, “The 
engagement with the kids and giving them medals is really warm.” Participants disagreed about 
which brochure was the most inspiring. Some tended to view personal and monetary success as 
inspirational. Referring to brochure B, the masculine brochure, one participant reported, “The 
brochure makes you want to get what you want out of life.” Others reported that brochure A was 
more inspiring because it demonstrated social impact. “They are working together to help the 
community,” a participant reported. The participants were in consensus that brochure C, which 
included masculine language and a feminine image, did not resonate with them. “It doesn’t make 
any sense. It is just weird,” said one participant. At the same time, many participants reported that 
brochure D, which included feminine language and a masculine image, was pleasant and made 
nonprofit entrepreneurship appear to be a professional way to create social impact. 
When shown the second page of the brochure, participants were asked about the sex of 
the student described in the anecdote. Most participants agreed that Lee Johnson was a male, 
sharing that they do not know any females with the name, “Lee.” Participants also agreed that 
Johnson, though a last name, brings to mind males. 
When asked about the importance of Lee’s work, participants agreed and felt that when 
Lee was described as starting a nonprofit organization, Lee was doing valuable work for the 
community; on the other hand, when Lee was described as creating a mobile application 
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business, Lee was engaging in work that was not useful for others. One participant reported, “Lee 
generated a million off of [the mobile app business]. The other Lee is about solving social 
challenges and looking at things in another way. Mobile apps – that’s temporary, and it’s a luxury. 
The other Lee is bettering people’s lives.”  
Finally, participants were asked if they were familiar with any of the university resources 
described in the brochures. Most participants were familiar with a funding competition that invited 
students to submit innovative ideas to solve community challenges, and most were also familiar 
with the fact that entrepreneurship classes, certificates, and degrees are available at their 
university; however, participants were unfamiliar with the majority of resources described in the 
recruiting brochures. 
Implications for the quantitative study. Several findings emerged from the FGI to 
validate the purpose of the quantitative research and refine the study’s survey and the study’s 
recruiting brochures. First, participants were unfamiliar with business vernacular, as well as words 
to describe new businesses. This lack of knowledge suggested that without defining these words 
in the quantitative study’s survey and being consistent with their use, it would be very difficult for 
participants to understand survey items. For that reason, at the beginning of the survey, the 
researcher provided definitions for nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses. In addition, 
survey items that used business terminology were edited to help ensure that a layperson could 
understand them; for example, rather than use the word venture or startup, the term for-profit 
business was used. The survey also included several items to assess whether participants 
understood the meaning of nonprofit organization and for-profit business to enhance validity and 
reliability. Finally, edits were made throughout the recruiting brochures; when referring to a 
business entity, the word venture in the recruiting brochures was replaced with the word 
business. 
Second, participants overall viewed for-profit and nonprofit entrepreneurship very 
differently. Participants by and large viewed nonprofit organizations as morally reputable entities 
and for-profit businesses as morally reprehensible entities. In addition, their comments about 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship suggested that nonprofit entrepreneurship aligned with 
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femininity more than for-profit entrepreneurship. Initially, they assumed that entrepreneurs were 
men; after acknowledging that starting a nonprofit organization was a form of entrepreneurship, 
they made delineations between nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. They ascribed negative 
qualities to for-profit entrepreneurs – most notably the word selfish, which is the opposite of 
selfless and thus counter to women’s socialization to act as nurturing and caregiving (Chodorow, 
1978). Only one participant described herself as an entrepreneur; her business idea aligned with 
femininity; it focused on helping others live healthier lifestyles.  
Participants who were pursuing relatively masculine majors (i.e., business and 
engineering) had more positive attitudes toward for-profit businesses than those who were 
pursuing relatively feminine majors (e.g., teacher education and nutrition). For example, the 
business student defended for-profit businesses, stating that, “Everyone has to make money. 
That’s life.” This student did, however, agree with her peers that making money is a selfish act. 
The engineering major also defended for-profit businesses, stating that, “If I make some new 
[invention] and I can make money off it, then I don’t feel like I should feel bad.” The engineering 
major then shared her perspective on social entrepreneurship, saying that for-profit businesses 
can do very positive things for their communities, and talked about her experiences in a social 
entrepreneurship class at the university. Participants’ gendered beliefs about nonprofit and for-
profit entrepreneurship suggested that manipulating communication about entrepreneurship 
would have an effect on women’s entrepreneurial intentions. 
Third, participants revealed their relative inexperience with the university’s 
entrepreneurship offerings. While some students had taken courses (e.g., the social 
entrepreneurship course), others had never heard of entrepreneurship curricular and extra-
curricular opportunities at the university. Resultantly, the quantitative study’s survey included a 
measure to gauge entrepreneurial experience, with the intention to test this construct as a 
potential covariate. 
Finally, the name of the fictional student entrepreneur in the recruiting brochures was 
updated with participant feedback. The name of the student entrepreneur described in the 
anecdote in the recruiting brochures was changed to Taylor Wilson. The participants discussed a 
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variety of androgynous names; Taylor was selected among these and is among the 200 names 
most frequently given to newborn boys and girls in the past quarter century (Liberson, Dumais, & 
Baumann, 2000). Wilson was ultimately selected because it is one of the ten most popular last 
names in the U.S. (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). See Appendices E-H for final versions of the 
recruiting brochures, which were edited with feedback from the focus groups. 
Quantitative Research 
Quantitative data analysis is a powerful form of research (Cohen, Manion, Morrison, & 
Morrison, 2007) and stems from the empiricist tradition (Creswell, 2009). Problems studied by 
empiricists can be broken down into tests, and the knowledge that develops through empirical 
study is based on careful observations and the study of behavior (Cohen et al., 2007; Creswell, 
2009). The quantitative study was an experimental design, with the experimental variable being 
communication condition (feminine or masculine). Measured variables were attitudes toward 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship, perceptions of social norms to pursue nonprofit and for-
profit entrepreneurship, self-efficacy for nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship, and intentions to 
pursue nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. 
Participants’ perceptions were measured via a survey with a series of measurement 
items. Surveys produce data that can be utilized in statistical tests to compare groups (Dillman, 
Smyth, & Christian, 2008; Fowler, 2009); the study’s hypotheses call for comparisons of groups, 
making the survey an appropriate tool for the current study. A survey is valuable to the extent that 
it is both reliable (produces consistent measurement) and valid (measures what the researcher is 
attempting to measure) (Dillman et al., 2008; Fowler, 2009). Both reliability and validity are 
negatively affected when survey respondents do not understand survey questions or do not agree 
on the meaning of survey questions (Fowler, 2009). To maximize validity, survey research should 
begin with the development of questions that will be consistently understood by all study 
participants (Fowler, 2009). Toward this end, researchers should be cognizant to develop 
culturally relevant questions (Fowler, 2009). Qualitative methods, as described above, were used 
to meet this need in the current study. 
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 Procedure. This study was administered through the Internet, including to solicit 
participants, to view recruiting brochures, and to respond to survey items. An Internet-
administered process was used for three reasons: 1) to avoid the possible confounding effect of 
the gender of a survey administrator (Spencer, Steele, & Quinn, 1999); 2) to control costs, since 
web-based surveys are less costly than mail surveys (Dillman et al., 2008); and 3) to increase 
response rates, allowing the participant to complete the survey in a location and at a time that is 
most convenient for him/her (Anderson & Kanuka, 2003; Dillman et al., 2008). 
 A random sample of 2,000 undergraduate students combined with all 9,742 
undergraduate seniors from a large southwestern university were sent an email invitation to 
participate in the study. (Duplicates between the random sample and seniors had been removed.) 
Two reminder emails followed over the course of the next month. (See Appendix I for a copy of 
the solicitation email.) Of the 11,742 individuals contacted to participate in the study, 6,667 
individuals (57%) did not open the email. Of the 5,075 (43%) who opened the email invitation to 
participate, 1,509 (30% of those who opened the email; 13% of the total sample) selected a 
website link indicating their interest to participate in the study.  
The first page of the study’s website stated that the purpose of the research was to 
understand college students’ opinions about entrepreneurship opportunities in higher education. 
(See Appendix J.) Following a passage about informed consent, participants who agreed to 
participate selected a link to continue and were subsequently randomly assigned to one of four 
experimental conditions (experimental groups A-D). (See Figure 2.) Of the 1,509 participants who 
visited this informed consent page, 1,201 (80%) agreed to participate. Each experimental group is 
characterized by one of four combinations of language and imagery (described above, see 
Appendices E-H) that promoted a university’s entrepreneurship programs. Following the viewing 
of the recruiting brochure for two minutes (the approximate time it took for viewers to read the 
entire brochure, as timed in a pilot of the survey), participants were automatically directed to a 
survey. Of the 1,201 participants who viewed a recruiting brochure, 972 (81%) continued on to 
the survey. Only survey responses from participants in experimental groups A (240 participants) 
and B (197 participants) were used in analysis for the current study. 
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 Feminine Language 
Masculine 
Language 
Feminine 
Image 
Group A: 
Feminine Language/ 
Feminine Image 
Group C: 
Masculine Language/ 
Feminine Image 
Masculine 
Image 
Group D: 
Feminine Language/ 
Masculine Image 
Group B: 
Masculine Language/ 
Masculine Image 
 
 
Figure 2. Experimental groups. This figure illustrates the 2 x 2 experimental manipulation of cross 
feminine and masculine language with feminine and masculine imagery to create four 
experimental groups, groups A – D, with only group A and group B used in the current study’s 
statistical analysis.  
 
Device type. The survey began with a question asking the participant to share the type 
of device he/she used to view the brochure. To control for effects that setting may have on survey 
responses, only those students who viewed the brochure from a laptop or desktop computer were 
permitted to complete the survey; those who accessed the brochure from a mobile device (e.g., 
iPad, iPhone, Droid, or other smart phone) or who reported technical difficulty with viewing the 
brochure were brought to the conclusion of the survey. These participants’ responses and the 
responses of participants who completed less than 75% of the survey were removed as 
incompletes, including 88 participants in experimental group A and 58 participants in 
experimental group B. This yielded 152 participants in experimental group A and 139 participants 
in experimental group B. 
Manipulation check. Following these screening items, the survey included three 
multiple-choice questions about the brochures to ensure participants had reviewed the content 
carefully. These items included, “All of the following except for ___ were described in the 
brochure,” “___ was the name of the student whose story was shared in the brochure,” and “___ 
is the url for more information about entrepreneurship resources at the university.” Fifty-six 
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participants in experimental group A did not complete all three items correctly, and 49 participants 
in experimental group B did not complete all three items correctly. Survey responses from these 
participants were subsequently removed from analysis. This yielded 96 participants in 
experimental group A and 90 participants in experimental group B. 
 Understanding of nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. Participants were also 
removed from analysis if they did not demonstrate an understanding of the definitions of nonprofit 
and for-profit entrepreneurship. To ensure that participants understood the definitions of nonprofit 
and for-profit entrepreneurship, definitions of each term were provided as follows: 
Nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses are similar in many ways. To survive 
and grow, both need to generate or bring in more revenue than they spend on 
operations. Both are involved in producing a good or service for society. And, of course, 
both are managed and run by the people who are employed by the corporation. But, 
there are differences between nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses.  
 
In a for-profit business, the profits that are not re-invested in the organization are 
distributed to the owners of the corporation. In the case of a non-profit organization, the 
profits are used to provide goods or services to the group or groups the non-profit was 
formed to help. 
 
Following this description, participants were asked to provide an example of a nonprofit 
organization and a for-profit business to demonstrate that they understood the definitions of these 
entities. Four participants in experimental group A and three participants in experimental group B 
were unable to provide examples of these entities, and their survey responses were subsequently 
removed from analysis. This yielded 92 participants in experimental group A and 87 participants 
in experimental group B. 
 Sex of respondent. Finally, because this particular study was focused on women, men 
who completed the survey were removed from analysis. This included removing from analysis 42 
male participants in experimental group A and 38 male participants in experimental group B. 
Screening participants for all items above yielded a total of 99 surveys which were usable for 
analysis, including 50 surveys completed by women in experimental group A and 49 surveys 
completed by women in experimental group B. 
 Incentive. At the conclusion of the study, participants were directed to a separate 
website where they were permitted to enter contact information. This spreadsheet was kept 
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separate from the survey responses. This data was used to provide participants with an 
opportunity to win through random drawing an Apple iPad. One participant was selected at 
random and awarded an iPad. 
Sample. Participants were 99 female students between 19 and 52 years of age. The 
average age of participants in experimental group A was 26.67 years, with a minimum age of 19 
and a maximum age of 50 (SD = 8.17). The average age of participants in experimental group B 
was 25.96 years, with a minimum age of 19 and a maximum age of 52 (SD = 11.88). Most 
participants reported being enrolled in a liberal arts and sciences program, including 46% (N = 
23) of experimental group A and 53.1% (N = 23) of experimental group B. Another popular 
degree was business (14% of group A, N = 7; 18.4% of group B, N = 9). (See Table 1.) The 
majority of participants were seniors (72% of group A, N = 36; 59.1% of group B, N = 29), a 
substantial proportion were juniors (24% of group A, N = 12; 30.6% of group B, N = 15), few were 
sophomores (4% of group A, N = 2; 10.2% of group B, N = 5), and zero participants were first-
year students. Most participants were White (68% of group A, N = 34; 71.4% of group B, N = 35). 
Six participants of experimental group A (12%) and nine participants of experimental group B 
(18.4%) identified as Hispanic or Latino. Three participants of experimental group A (6%) and 
three participants of experimental group B (6.1%) identified as Asian. Three participants of 
experimental group A (6%) and one participant of experimental group B (2%) identified as 
American Indian or Alaskan Native. One participant of experimental group A (2%) and zero 
participants of experimental group B identified as Black or African American. One participant of 
experimental group A (2%) and zero participants of experimental group B identified as Native 
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. Finally, two participants of experimental group A (4%) and one 
participant of experimental group B (2%) identified as Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. 
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Survey design. A number of measurement scales were adapted for use in the present 
study. See Appendix K for a full copy of the survey used in the study. Participants completed 
several measurement items to assess their emotional and attitudinal responses to the recruiting 
brochures; attitudes toward nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship; perceptions of social norms 
to pursue nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship; self-efficacy in nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship; belief that their coursework prepares them for pursuing entrepreneurship; 
intentions to pursue nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship; and gender identity. Participants 
were also asked several demographic questions, including age, ethnicity, degree program 
enrolled in, academic level (first-year through senior), whether or not they have family who are 
entrepreneurs, and previous participation in the university’s entrepreneurship curricular and extra-
curricular activities. 
Predictors of intentions. Ajzen’s (1987) theory of planned behavior includes three 
predictors of intention, including attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy. The following 
paragraphs explain how each of these predictors was operationalized for the current study. 
Attitudes. Ten five-point Likert scales were used to assess participants’ attitudes toward 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship (five items per profit status). Participants assessed 
whether starting a nonprofit organization or for-profit business is helpful, negative (reverse 
coded), worth doing, bad (reverse coded), and rewarding. These items were adapted from Carr 
and Sequeira’s (2007) survey of professionals in the field of entrepreneurship. 
 Social norms. Participants’ perceived social norms were assessed through a series of 
measurement items that asked them to report how others feel or would feel about them starting 
nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses. Carr and Sequeira’s (2007) eight-item measure 
was adapted for this purpose to enhance the relevancy of the scale to the study’s participants. 
This scale asked participants to share their perceptions about parents’, spouses’, siblings’, 
relatives’, coworkers’, acquaintances’, and close friends’ feelings toward their pursuit of business 
creation. The final scale used to assess perceptions of social norms included 16 items. 
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 Self-efficacy. Measurement items used to assess participants’ self-efficacy were also 
created based on work by Carr and Sequeira (2007). Carr and Sequeira’s (2007) self-efficacy 
scale began with a list of 75 tasks relevant to the work of entrepreneurs; scholars and practicing 
entrepreneurs then ranked these according to their level of importance in launching a business, 
which was used to create a measurement scale with 17 items. The items developed for the 
present study used Carr and Sequeira’s (2007) scale as a foundation due to the rigorous process 
utilized to develop it, the recentness of the scale’s development, and its accepted use by the 
Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation, a leader in entrepreneurship research and practice. Based 
on the qualitative research performed as a part of this study’s feminist empirical methodology, 
these items were adapted to ensure their relevancy to the female sample who participated in this 
study, most of whom were presumed to be relatively inexperienced in entrepreneurship. The final 
measurement scale to be utilized for the present study had 21 items. 
Measurement validation. Principal components analysis (VARIMAX rotation) was 
conducted on items assessing attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy toward nonprofit and for-
profit entrepreneurship to determine factors for analysis. Principal components analysis was 
conducted in the current study to reduce the data to components that explain the greatest amount 
of variance in the data and to reveal the structure of the data. To allow for comparison between 
profit status, a common set of items was needed across nonprofit and for-profit attitudes, 
nonprofit and for-profit social norms, and nonprofit and for-profit self-efficacy. For that reason, if 
an item was removed from a nonprofit scale, it was removed from the for-profit scale as well and 
vice versa, resulting in the same set of items for nonprofit and for-profit factors. 
Eigenvalues greater than one and the scree plots indicated that four factors were 
extracted for nonprofit entrepreneurship, accounting for 71% of the total item variance, and four 
factors were extracted for for-profit entrepreneurship, accounting for 74% of the total item 
variance. Subsequent factors were much smaller, with eigenvalues less than one, and accounting 
for less than 5% of the variance for both nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. The Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was excellent at 0.85 and 0.84, respectively, and 
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Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the dependent variables were sufficiently independent, F 
= 1,215.66, p < .001 for nonprofit entrepreneurship and F = 1,382.21, p < .001 for for-profit 
entrepreneurship. In addition to eigenvalues greater than one and clear demarcation on the scree 
plot, further criteria for factor definition was a primary loading of at least 0.50 with secondaries 
loading above a 0.20 difference. If an item was complex or did not load for nonprofit 
entrepreneurship, it was also discarded from the for-profit entrepreneurship scale and vice versa 
to ensure that scores could be meaningfully compared during analysis. 
For nonprofit entrepreneurship, seven items loaded between 0.58 and 0.82 on the first 
factor. Examples of these items include, “My parent/guardian(s) feel or would feel ___ about the 
idea of me starting a nonprofit organization,” and “My classmates feel or would feel ___ about the 
idea of me starting a nonprofit organization.” (See Table 2.) Five items loaded between 0.68 and 
0.86 on the second factor. These items included “I feel confident in my ability to deal effectively 
with day-to-day challenges and crises,” and, “I feel confident in my ability to take responsibility for 
ideas and decisions,” among others. Five items loaded between 0.68 to 0.77 on the third factor. 
Example items include, “I feel confident in my ability to find investors for a nonprofit organization,” 
and, “I feel confident in my ability to design a product, process, or service that will satisfy 
community/customer needs and wants.” Two items loaded at 0.86 on the fourth factor. These two 
items include, “Starting a nonprofit organization is helpful,” and “Starting a nonprofit organization 
is worth doing.” 
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For for-profit entrepreneurship, the first factor’s seven items loaded between 0.60 and 
0.79. Examples of these items include, “My parent/guardian(s) feel or would feel ___ about the 
idea of me starting a for-profit business,” and “My classmates feel or would feel ___ about the 
idea of me starting a for-profit business.” (See Table 3.) The second factor’s five items loaded 
between 0.63 and 0.87. These items included “I feel confident in my ability to deal effectively with 
day-to-day challenges and crises,” and, “I feel confident in my ability to take responsibility for 
ideas and decisions,” among others. The third factor’s items loaded between 0.67 to 0.80. 
Example items include, “I feel confident in my ability to find investors for a for-profit business,” 
and, “I feel confident in my ability to design a product, process, or service that will satisfy 
community/customer needs and wants.” The fourth factor’s two items loaded at 0.78 and 0.87. 
These two items include, “Starting a for-profit business is helpful,” and “Starting a for-profit 
business is worth doing.” 
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An examination of Table 2 and Table 3 indicates strong thematic connections between 
the items within each factor for nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship, thus indicating face 
validity of the factor structure. For both nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship, the first factor 
assesses women’s perceptions toward social norms (N-SocNorm and F-SocNorm, respectively); 
Cronbach’s α (.91 and .93, respectively) indicates a high internal consistency for these scales. 
Items that loaded on the second factor include dealing with crises, delegation, taking 
responsibility, taking risks, and working under pressure. All of these items appear to be 
conceptually related to leadership self-efficacy. For nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship (N-
LeadSelf and F-LeadSelf, respectively), Cronbach’s α (0.88 for each scale) indicates high internal 
consistency for these scales. Items that loaded on the third factor focus on recognizing 
entrepreneurial opportunity, finding investors, estimating market need, finance, and 
product/service development. These items appear to be conceptually related to business self-
efficacy. For nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship (N-BusSelf and F-BusSelf, respectively), 
Cronbach’s α (0.86 and 0.88, respectively) indicates high internal consistency for each scale. The 
fourth factor items focus on whether or not entrepreneurship is helpful and worth doing, which 
assesses women’s general attitudes toward nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship (N-Attitude 
and F-Attitude, respectively). Cronbach’s α (0.77 and 0.74, respectively) indicates high internal 
consistency. 
Intentions. Intentions to pursue entrepreneurship were assessed with three five-point 
Likert scale items that asked participants to report their intentions to start a nonprofit organization 
and three five-point Likert scale items that asked participants to report their intentions to start a 
for-profit business (N-Intent and F-Intent, respectively). Specifically, these items gauged 
participants’ interest, perceptions of likelihood, and expectations to start a nonprofit organization 
or for-profit business. Cronbach’s α (0.89 for nonprofit and for-profit items) indicates a high 
internal consistency for these scales. 
Covariates. A number of covariates were included in the current study, with gender 
identity being key among these. Other covariates included emotional and attitudinal responses to 
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the recruiting brochures, the extent to which participants felt that their coursework prepares them 
to start a nonprofit organization or for-profit business, whether or not they have family who are 
entrepreneurs, and previous participation in the university’s entrepreneurship curricular and extra-
curricular activities. Each of these covariates is described below, including how it was 
operationalized for the study. In addition, demographical data was collected, including age, 
ethnicity, degree program enrolled in, and academic level (first-year through senior). 
 Gender identity. For a direct measurement of self-perceived masculinity or femininity, the 
Stern, Barak, and Gould (1987) Sexual Identity Scale (SIS) was utilized. This scale is a brief 
measure, consisting of four items that ask participants to rate themselves regarding how they 
look, feel, and act, as well as what their interests are. Ratings are made using 5-point Likert sales 
ranging from very masculine to very feminine. The SIS is particularly useful because of the 
constant evolution of societal definitions of masculinity and femininity, making the measure 
relevant over the test of time (Stern et al., 1987). Cronbach’s α (0.84) for the SIS indicates high 
internal consistency among gender identity items. 
Emotional and attitudinal responses to the brochure. The recruiting brochures in used in 
this study are a form of advertisement, a piece of communication about a product that is created 
to attract the attention of a target audience (Moriarty, Mitchell, & Wells, 2009). Participants’ 
emotional and attitudinal responses to the brochures were captured using a scale developed 
based on the work of Olney, Holbrook, and Batra (1991) to measure attitudes toward 
advertisements. Olney and colleagues (1991) found that attitude towards advertising includes 
three distinct dimensions: hedonism, utilitarianism, and interestingness. Emotional dimensions of 
response include pleasure and arousal (Olney et al., 1991). Each of these five components was 
assessed using two-item indices on a bipolar format with four positions for a total of 10 items. 
(See Figure 3.) 
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Attitudes Bipolar Ends 
Hedonism Very Unpleasant…………........ Very Unenjoyable…………..… 
………......Very Pleasant 
…………Very Enjoyable 
Utilitarianism Very Noninformative……….… Very Unuseful……………....... 
………..Very Informative 
……………..Very Useful 
Interestingness Very Uninteresting…………… Makes me very noncurious…. 
………...Very Interesting 
..Makes me very curious 
  
Emotions Bipolar Ends 
Pleasure Very Unhappy……………………… Very Despairing…………………… 
…………Very Happy 
……….Very Hopeful 
Arousal Very Calm………………………….. Very Relaxed………………………. 
………..Very Excited 
……Very Stimulated 
 
 
Figure 3. Emotional and attitudinal responses. This figure illustrates Olney, Holbrook, and Batra’s 
(1991) dimensions of attitudes and emotions toward advertisements as operationalized in the 
current study. 
 
Principal components analysis (VARIMAX rotation) was conducted on the 10 items to the 
brochures to determine factors for analysis. Criteria for factor definition included eigenvalues 
greater than one, clear demarcation on the scree plot, and a primary loading of at least 0.50 with 
secondaries loading above a 0.20 difference. Eigenvalues greater than one and the scree plots 
indicated that two factors were extracted, accounting for 54% of the total item variance. 
Subsequent factors had eigenvalues less than one and accounted for less than 12% of the 
variance. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was acceptable at 0.66, and 
Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicated that the dependent variables were sufficiently independent, F 
= 121.52, p < .001. 
For the first factor, four items loaded between 0.64 and 0.73. Examples of these items 
include, “The brochure was very unpleasant/very pleasant,” and “The brochure was very non-
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informative/very informative.” (See Table 4.) Three items loaded between 0.66 and 0.83 on the 
second factor. These items included, for example, “Reviewing the brochure made me feel very 
calm/very excited,” and, “Reviewing the brochure made me feel very relaxed/very stimulated”. 
Three items were complex and were subsequently removed. An examination of the table below 
indicates thematic connections between the items within each factor. The first factor assesses 
attitudinal responses to the brochure (AttRes), while the second factor assesses emotional 
responses to the brochure (EmoRes). Cronbach’s α (0.64 and 0.63, respectively) indicates 
acceptable internal consistency for these scales. 
 
Table 4 
 
Factor Loadings of Attitudinal and Emotional Items 
 
 AttRes EmoRes Communality 
The brochure was very unpleasant/very pleasant. .73  .58 
The brochure was very unuseful/very useful. .67  .50 
The brochure was very non-informative/very informative. .67  .45 
The brochure was very unenjoyable/very enjoyable. .64  .44 
Reviewing the brochure made me feel very calm/very 
excited.  .83 .70 
Reviewing the brochure made me feel very relaxed/very 
stimulated.  .71 .51 
Reviewing the brochure made me feel very despairing/very 
hopeful.  .66 .57 
Cronbach’s α .64 .63  
 
 
 Coursework. Participants were asked to rate the extent to which their coursework 
prepares them to pursue nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. Coursework was assessed 
with three five-point Likert scale items that asked participants how prepared their coursework 
makes them to start a nonprofit organization (N-Course) and three five-point LIkert scale items 
that asked participants how prepared their coursework makes them to start a for-profit business 
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(F-Course). Cronbach’s α (0.85 for nonprofit items and 0.90 for for-profit items) indicates a high 
internal consistency for these scales. 
 Role models. Parents’ career choices have been shown to influence the career choices 
of their children (Oren, Caduri, & Tziner, 2013). Research shows that having a father who has 
started a for-profit business is known to affect one’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Hisrich, 1990; 
Jenkins, 1989; Schoon & Duckworth, 2012). To determine if having a parental or other role model 
affects participants’ attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions, data regarding 
participants’ entrepreneurial role models was collected. Specifically, participants reported yes/no 
to whether several potential influencers have had experience with starting a nonprofit 
organization or for-profit business, including: father, mother, grandfather, grandmother, brother, 
sister, uncle, aunt, cousin, or spouse. Using these responses, a composite score was created for 
each participant by tallying the number of females she knew who had started a nonprofit 
organization (N-FemaleRM) and for-profit business (F-FemaleRM) and the number of males she 
knew who had started a nonprofit organization (N-MaleRM) and for-profit business (F-MaleRM). 
 Entrepreneurial experience. Because previous entrepreneurial experience is known to 
affect one’s entrepreneurial self-efficacy (Kasouf, Morrish & Miles, 2013; Zhao, Seibert, & Hills, 
2005), previous experience was assessed. Previous experience could include having already 
begun a nonprofit organization and for-profit business, as well as previous experience with the 
university’s entrepreneurship curricular and extra-curricular activities. Previous experience was 
assessed using yes/no questions to determine if a participant had already begun a nonprofit 
organization or for-profit business, as well as through an item that asked participants to report 
their experience with the following university activities: attended an entrepreneurship event, 
applied for funding from either of two funding competitions, participated in a video competition for 
students with entrepreneurial ideas, visited any of three entrepreneurship career counseling 
offices, participated in an entrepreneurship student club, or interned with an entrepreneur. A 
composite score (EntrepExp) was created by totaling the number of experiences that participants 
had with each of these activities. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
In the social sciences, the results of a statistical test are often determined to be important 
and of value to their fields when the probability of observing the test statistic is less than .05 (Field 
& Hole, 2003). Though social science research commonly uses p < .05 as a criterion for 
accepting significant statistical test effects, a number of scholars argue that this value is 
subjective and arbitrary (Balluerka, Gomez, & Hidalgo, 2005; Cowles & Davis, 1982; Field & Hole, 
2003; Hubbard & Lindsay, 2008; Lambdin, 2012). A p value represents the plausibility of the 
observed test statistic (as well as more extreme ones), if the null hypothesis is true (Balluerka et 
al., 2005; Field & Hole, 2003; Hubbard & Lindsay, 2008).  
Larger sample sizes are more likely than smaller sample sizes to yield statistically 
significant results (Field & Hole, 2003). This outcome occurs because the larger the sample size, 
the more accurately it will reflect the population from which it was drawn and the smaller the 
standard error of the mean; test statistics from large samples will be distributed more closely 
around the population mean than test statistics from small samples (Field & Hole, 2003). When 
the distribution of the test statistic is distributed more closely around the population mean, the 
hypothesized distribution of the test statistic and the true distribution of the test statistic become 
more distinct from one another and overlap less, increasing the ability to identify significant 
results (Field & Hole, 2003).  
Because larger sample sizes are more likely to yield statistically significant results, trivial 
mean differences can be statistically significant, while in smaller samples, large mean differences 
may be statistically non-significant (Lambdin, 2012). In fact, several statisticians critique the p 
value as merely a measure of whether a study has enough data points (participants) to detect 
significant effects (Field & Hole, 2003). As Lambdin (2012) has argued, small p values obtained 
with smaller sample sizes should not be disregarded simply because they have not met the 
critical p < .05 criterion. Lambdin (2012) asserts that researchers should think critically about the 
p value they select for their studies and what this value really means when interpreting results. 
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Based on Lambdin (2012) and Field and Hole’s (2003) arguments, this study used a p 
value of .10, increasing the statistical power of analyses to reject the null hypotheses. This study 
included 50 participants who viewed the feminine brochure in experimental group A and 49 
participants who viewed the masculine brochure in experimental group B. The following sections 
provide descriptions of analyses and results, first for hypotheses 1-4 regarding how women 
responded to items assessing their attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy and intentions for 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship; then for hypotheses 5-8 regarding the effect of the 
experimental condition – viewing the feminine or masculine brochure. 
Prior to analysis, scores were standardized, meaning that raw scores were transformed 
into units of standard deviation above and below the mean (Field & Hole, 2003). Standardizing 
scores allows them to be assessed in reference to the standard normal distribution (Field & Hole, 
2003). Converting raw scores to standardized scores puts all scores – across groups and 
measurement items – onto a common scale with a mean of 0 and variance of 1, promoting ease 
in comparison (Field & Hole, 2003). 
Hypotheses 1-4: Nonprofit and For-Profit Entrepreneurship 
The first set of hypotheses stated that women would report higher nonprofit attitudes, 
social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions than for-profit attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and 
intentions. Prior to testing the hypotheses, a Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 
computed first to assess the relationship between each nonprofit construct and its corresponding 
for-profit construct (i.e., nonprofit attitudes were correlated with for-profit attitudes, nonprofit social 
norms were correlated with for-profit social norms, etc.). Then, to test the hypotheses, paired 
samples t-tests were performed on all pairs of constructs for experimental group A and all pairs of 
constructs for experimental group B. These analyses are described below. 
Pearson correlations. With one exception, there were significant positive correlations 
between each nonprofit construct and its corresponding for-profit construct. For group A, nonprofit 
and for-profit attitudes were moderately correlated, r(48) = .42, p < .01. Nonprofit and for-profit 
social norms, r(48) = .76, p < .01, nonprofit and for-profit business self-efficacy, r(48) = .94, p < 
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.01, and nonprofit and for-profit intentions, r(48) = .63, p < .01, were all strongly and positively 
correlated. For group B, the correlation between nonprofit and for-profit attitudes was not 
statistically significant r(47) = .15, p = .31. Nonprofit and for-profit social norms, r(47) = .66, p < 
.01, nonprofit and for-profit business self-efficacy, r(47) = .95, p < .01, and nonprofit and for-profit 
intentions, r(47) = .57, p < .01, were all strongly and positively correlated. Tables 5 and 6 contain 
descriptive statistics and correlations between nonprofit and for-profit variables for experimental 
group A and experimental group B. The correlations between nonprofit and for-profit constructs 
were expected to be strong, given the care taken through the Principal Components Analysis to 
create consistent constructs.  
 
Table 5 
 
Experimental Group A: Nonprofit/For-Profit Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 
 
Nonprofit M SD  For-profit M SD     r 
N-Attitude -.07 .91  F-Attitude -.13 .93 .42*** 
N-SocNorm -.03 .83  F-SocNorm -.15 .90 .76*** 
LeadSelf -.02 .87  LeadSelf -.02 .87 -- 
N-BusSelf -.05 .85  F-BusSelf -.08 .87 .94*** 
N-Intent -.21 .85  F-Intent -.19 .86 .63*** 
 
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01 
 
Table 6 
 
Experimental Group B: Nonprofit/For-Profit Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 
 
Nonprofit M SD  For-profit M SD     r 
N-Attitude .07 .90  F-Attitude .14 .83 .15 
N-SocNorm .03 .78  F-SocNorm .15 .77 .66*** 
LeadSelf .02 .77  LeadSelf .02 .77   -- 
N-BusSelf .05 .75  F-BusSelf .08 .76 .95*** 
N-Intent .21 .92  F-Intent .20 .91 .57*** 
 
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01 
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Tests of hypotheses 1-4: paired samples t-tests. To test hypotheses 1-4, paired 
samples t-tests were performed on pairs of constructs for experimental group A and pairs of 
constructs for experimental group B. Bonferroni adjusted alpha levels of .0125 per test (.10/8) 
were used to test mean differences between nonprofit and for-profit attitudes, nonprofit and for-
profit social norms, nonprofit and for-profit business self-efficacy, and nonprofit and for-profit 
intentions for each experimental group. For experimental group A, differences between nonprofit 
(M = -.07, SD = .91) and for-profit (M = -.13, SD = .93) attitudes were non-significant, t(49) = .48, 
p = .64; differences between nonprofit (M = -.03, SD = .83) and for-profit (M = -.15, SD = .90) 
social norms were non-significant, t(49) = 1.39, p = .17; differences between nonprofit (M = -.05, 
SD = .85) and for-profit (M = -.08, SD = .87) business self-efficacy were non-significant, t(49) = 
.74, p = .47; and differences between nonprofit (M = -.21, SD = .85) and for-profit (M = -.19, SD = 
.86) intentions were non-significant, t(49) = -.17, p = .87. Women who viewed the feminine 
brochure reported higher nonprofit attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy than for-profit 
attitudes, social norms, and self-efficacy but higher for-profit intentions than nonprofit intentions. 
See Table 7 for a summary of results. These results were non-significant. 
 
Table 7 
 
Descriptive Statistics and t-test Results for Experimental Group A 
 
 Nonprofit  For-Profit  95% CI for Mean 
Difference 
  
 M SD  M SD n t df 
Attitude -.07 .91  -.13 .93 50 -.21, .35 .48 49 
SocNorm -.03 .83  -.15 .90 50 -.05, .29 1.39 49 
BusSelf -.05 .85  -.08 .87 50 -.05, .13 1.39 49 
Intent -.21 .85  -.19 .86 50 -.22, .19 -.17 49 
 
*p < . 0125 
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Similarly, for experimental group B, differences between nonprofit (M = .07, SD = .90) 
and for-profit (M = .14, SD = .83) attitudes were non-significant, t(48) = -.42, p = .68; differences 
between nonprofit (M = .03, SD = .78) and for-profit (M = .15, SD = .77) social norms were non-
significant, t(48) = -1.34, p = .19; differences between nonprofit (M = .05, SD = .75) and for-profit 
(M = .08, SD = .76) business self-efficacy were non-significant, t(48) = -.93, p = .36; and 
differences between nonprofit (M = .21, SD = .92) and for-profit (M = .20, SD = .91) intentions 
were non-significant, t(48) = .15, p = .88. See Table 8 for a summary of results. These results 
were non-significant. Results of the within-group paired samples t-tests fail to support Hypothesis 
1-4 that women would report higher nonprofit attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions 
than for-profit attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions. See Table 9 for a summary of 
results of tests for hypotheses 1-4. 
 
Table 8 
 
Descriptive Statistics and t-test Results for Experimental Group B 
 
 Nonprofit  For-Profit  95% CI for Mean 
Difference 
  
 M SD  M SD n t df 
Attitude .07 .90  .14 .83 49 -.39, .26 -.42 48 
SocNorm .03 .78  .15 .77 49 -.30, .06 -1.34 48 
BusSelf .05 .75  .08 .76 49 -.10, .04 -.93 48 
Intent .21 .92  .20 .91 49 -.23, .26 .15 48 
 
*p < . 0125 
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Table 9 
 
Results of Hypotheses 1-4 
 
Hypothesis  Finding Conclusion 
H1 N-Attitude > F-Attitude No difference Reject H1 
H2 N-SocNorm > F-SocNorm No difference Reject H2 
H3 N-SelfEf > F-SelfEf No difference Reject H3 
H4 N-Intent > F-Intent No difference Reject H4 
 
 
Hypotheses 5-8: Feminine and Masculine Communication 
 
The second set of hypotheses stated that women in the feminine communication 
condition would report higher attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions than women in 
the masculine communication condition. A series of eight ANCOVAs were conducted using 
Bonferroni adjusted alpha levels of .0125 per test (.10/8) to test Hypotheses 5-8. The 
independent variable, experimental group, included two levels: experimental group A (women 
who viewed feminine brochures) and experimental group B (women who viewed masculine 
brochures). The dependent variables were nonprofit attitudes, for-profit attitudes, nonprofit social 
norms, for-profit social norms, leadership self-efficacy, business self-efficacy, nonprofit intentions, 
and for-profit intentions. As reported above, Pearson correlations revealed a strong positive 
relationship between nonprofit and for-profit business self-efficacy (r = .94). Thus, nonprofit and 
for-profit business self-efficacy scales were combined for hypotheses 5-8. Business self-efficacy 
means were computed for group A (M = -.07, SD = .84) and group B (M = .07, SD = .75). Tables 
10 and 11 display correlations among dependent variables for experimental groups A and B, 
respectively. 
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Table 10 
 
Experimental Group A: Correlations Among TPB Variables 
 
Nonprofit  
   1 2 3     4 5   
1. N-Attitude   --       
2. N-SocNorm .43*** --      
3. LeadSelf .41***     .52***      --     
4. N-BusSelf .34**     .50***     .57***  --    
5. N-Intent .21  .27*     .34** .61*** --   
For-profit  
1. F-Attitude --  .     
2. F-SocNorm    .41*** --      
3. LeadSelf    .23 .48***       --     
4. F-BusSelf    .13 .53***     .50***      --    
5. F-Intent .27* .40***     .35** .69*** --   
 
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01 
 
 
Table 11 
 
Experimental Group B: Correlations Among TPB Variables 
 
Nonprofit  
   1 2 3 4 5   
1. N-Attitude    --       
2. N-SocNorm     .21 --      
3. LeadSelf     .15 .27*    --     
4. N-BusSelf     .20  .35**  .59***       --    
5. N-Intent     .26* .28*  .36** .56*** --   
For-profit  
1. F-Attitude --       
2. F-SocNorm     .51*** --      
3. LeadSelf    .35** .40***     -- .  .  
4. F-BusSelf .20 .45***   .56***       --    
5. F-Intent .23 .52***   .30** .58*** --   
 
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01 
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Tests of assumptions. Prior to conducting the ANCOVAs, preliminary analyses were 
conducted to test the ANCOVA assumptions. These tests included calculating Pearson product-
moment correlation coefficients between dependent variables and potential covariates, 
performing independent samples t-tests to test the assumption that the covariates would not differ 
significantly across independent variable groups, and evaluating the homogeneity-of-regression 
(slopes) assumption. Each test of ANCOVA assumptions is described below. 
Pearson correlations. First, a series of Pearson correlations were performed between 
all of the dependent variables and potential covariates in order to test the ANCOVA assumption 
that the covariates would be meaningfully correlated with the dependent variables. Table 12 and 
Table 13 display correlations between potential covariates and nonprofit and for-profit constructs 
across the entire sample. Potential covariates included nonprofit and for-profit coursework, 
nonprofit and for-profit female role models, nonprofit and for-profit male role models, emotional 
response to the brochures, attitudinal response to the brochure, gender, age, and entrepreneurial 
experience.
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The results of the Pearson correlation demonstrate the appropriateness of using all 
potential covariates, with the exceptions of attitudinal response to the brochure and 
entrepreneurial experience, in the series of ANCOVAs. These two exceptions were not used to 
reduce error variance in the series of ANCOVAs performed. 
The Pearson correlations also provide evidence of the strength of the TPB model for 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. Correlations among the TPB variables were statistically 
significant, most at the p < .01 level, with the exception of business self-efficacy in the for-profit 
TPB model. Tables 14-17 display correlations between covariates and nonprofit and for-profit 
constructs by experimental group. Tables 14 and 15 demonstrate several meaningful patterns of 
significant correlations between covariates and nonprofit constructs, while Tables 16 and 17 
demonstrate several meaningful patterns of significant correlations between covariates and for-
profit constructs. 
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Independent samples t-tests. Second, to test the assumption that the covariates would 
not differ significantly across independent variable groups, a series of independent samples t-
tests using Bonferroni adjusted alpha levels of .01 per test (.10/10) were performed. See Table 18 
for results of t-tests. Results indicate that group A (M = .18, SD = .68) reported significantly higher 
gender scores than group B (M = -.18, SD = .92), t(97) = 2.29, p < .01. These results suggest that 
when women view a feminine brochure, they report being more feminine than when they view a 
masculine brochure; similarly, when women view a masculine brochure, they report being more 
masculine than when they view a feminine brochure. 
T-tests also indicated that group A (M = -.21, SD = .92) had significantly lower 
entrepreneurship experience scores than group B (M = .21, SD = .1.04), t(97) = -2.15, p = .01. 
These results suggest that when women view a feminine brochure, they report having had less 
entrepreneurial experience than when they view a masculine brochure; similarly, when women 
view a masculine brochure, they report having had greater entrepreneurial experience than when 
they view a feminine brochure. Because differences between groups A and B were statistically 
significant for covariates gender and entrepreneurial experience, these variables were not used to 
reduce error variance in the series of ANCOVAs performed. 
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Homogeneity-of-regression (slopes). The final test of assumptions included evaluating 
the homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) assumption for each ANCOVA performed. Testing for the 
homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) essentially tests for parallelism; covariates should have the 
same slopes across all levels of the independent variables (Peckham, 1968). ANCOVA is 
generally robust to violations of the homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) assumption when group 
sizes are equal, but when group sizes are small, the ANCOVA test is sensitive to violations of this 
assumption (Hamilton, 1977; Peckham, 1968). Covariates included in each homogeneity-of-
regression (slopes) test of assumption were chosen based on the presence of a significant 
correlation between the covariate and the dependent variables (as described above and shown in 
Table 9 and Table 10). The results of this final test of assumption are described below for each 
ANCOVA performed. 
ANCOVAs. The homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) test and ANCOVA results are 
provided for each hypothesis below. The significance of the ANCOVAs was evaluated based on a 
Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 per test (.10/8). 
Hypothesis 5 focuses on attitudes. Hypothesis 6 focuses on social norms. Hypothesis 7 focuses 
on self-efficacy, and Hypothesis 8 focuses on intentions. 
Attitudes. H5 stated that attitudes (toward nonprofit organizations and for-profit 
businesses) are higher in the feminine brochure condition than in the masculine brochure 
condition. Nonprofit coursework was the only potential covariate chosen for the nonprofit attitude 
ANCOVA, due to its significant correlation with nonprofit attitude, r(97) = .26, p < .01. The 
homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) test of assumption for the nonprofit attitude ANCOVA 
indicated that the relationship between nonprofit coursework and nonprofit attitude did not differ 
significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = 1.09, MSE = .77, p = .30, partial η2 = .01, 
suggesting that the differences on nonprofit attitude among groups do not vary as a function of 
nonprofit coursework, thus indicating that nonprofit coursework was an appropriate covariate for 
the ANCOVA. 
  104 
An ANCOVA was then used to test the hypothesis that women in the feminine 
communication condition would report higher nonprofit attitudes than women in the masculine 
communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 (.10/8) was used to test the 
hypothesis. A significant effect was observed for the covariate, F(1, 96) = 7.14, p = .0088. After 
controlling for nonprofit coursework, the ANCOVA was non-significant, F(1, 96) = .62, MSE = .77, 
p = .4349. The strength of the relationship between group and nonprofit attitude was very weak, 
as assessed by a partial η2, with the group accounting for 1% of the variance of nonprofit attitude, 
holding constant nonprofit coursework. (See Table 19.) Women in the feminine communication 
condition (M = -.07) did not have significantly higher nonprofit attitudes than women in the 
masculine communication condition (M = .07). 
 
Table 19 
 
Analysis of Covariance for Nonprofit Attitude by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
N-Course 5.49  1  5.49  7.14  .0088* 
Group .47  1  .47  .62  .4349 
Error 73.79  96  .77     
Total 79.75  99       
 
*p < .0125 
 
For-profit coursework was selected as a potential covariate for the for-profit attitude 
ANCOVA based on its significant correlation with for-profit attitude, r(97) = .24, p = .02. The 
homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) test of assumption for the for-profit attitude ANCOVA 
indicated that the relationship between for-profit coursework and for-profit attitude did not differ 
significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = 2.35, MSE = .73, p = .14, partial η2 = .02, 
suggesting that the differences on for-profit attitude among groups do not vary as a function of 
for-profit coursework, thus indicating that for-profit coursework was an appropriate covariate for 
the ANCOVA. 
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An ANCOVA was then used to test the hypothesis that women in the feminine 
communication condition would report higher for-profit attitudes than women in the masculine 
communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 (.10/8) was used to test the 
hypothesis. A significant effect was observed for the covariate, F(1, 96) = 5.62, p = .0124. After 
controlling for for-profit coursework, the ANCOVA was non-significant, F(1, 96) = 2.33, MSE = 
.74, p = .1302. The strength of the relationship between group and for-profit attitude was very 
weak, as assessed by a partial η2, with group accounting for 2% of the variance of for-profit 
attitude. (See Table 20.) Contrary to prediction by Hypothesis H6, women who viewed the 
feminine brochure (M = -.13) had lower for-profit attitudes than women who viewed the masculine 
brochure (M = .14); however, these results were not statistically significant. Hypothesis H5 was 
not supported. 
 
Table 20 
 
Analysis of Covariance for For-Profit Attitude by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
F-Course 4.17  1  4.17  5.62  .0124* 
Group 1.73  1  1.73  2.33  .1302 
Error 71.32  96  .74     
Total 77.33  99       
 
*p < .0125 
 
Social norms. H6 stated that social norms (toward nonprofit organizations and for-profit 
businesses) are higher in the feminine brochure condition than in the masculine brochure 
condition. Nonprofit female role model and emotional response to the brochure were selected as 
potential covariates for the nonprofit social norms ANCOVA. Nonprofit female role model, r(97) = 
.20, p = .05, and emotional response, r(97) = .29, p < .01, were significantly and positively 
correlated with nonprofit social norms. The homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) test of 
assumption for the nonprofit social norms ANCOVA indicated that the relationship between 
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nonprofit female role model and nonprofit social norms did not differ significantly as a function of 
group, F(1, 95) = .04, MSE = .63, p = .85, partial η2 = .00; and the relationship between emotional 
response to the brochure and nonprofit social norms did not differ significantly as a function of 
group, F(1, 95) = .17, MSE = .60, p = .68, partial η2 = .00. Taken together, these results indicate 
that the differences on nonprofit social norms among groups do not vary as a function of nonprofit 
female role model and emotional response to the brochure, thus indicating that these were 
appropriate covariates for the ANCOVA. 
Following the tests of assumptions, an ANCOVA was used to test the hypothesis that 
women in the feminine communication condition would report higher nonprofit social norms than 
women in the masculine communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 
(.10/8) was used to test the hypothesis. A significant effect was observed for emotional response 
to the brochure, F(1, 95) = 6.64, p = .0115, while a significant effect was not observed for 
nonprofit female role model, F(1, 95) = 2.30, p = .1325. After controlling for emotional response to 
the brochure, the ANCOVA was non-significant, F(1, 95) = .25, MSE = .59, p = .6186. The 
relationship between group and nonprofit social norms was negligible, as assessed by a partial 
η2, with the brochure accounting for less than 1% of the variance of nonprofit social norms, 
holding constant emotional response. (See Table 21.) Again contrary to prediction, women in the 
feminine communication condition (M = -.03) had lower for-profit attitudes than women in the 
masculine communication condition (M = .03); these results, however, were not statistically 
significant. 
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Table 21 
 
Analysis of Covariance for Nonprofit Social Norms by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
N-FemaleRM 1.35  1  1.35  2.30  .1325 
EmoRes 3.89  1  3.89  6.64  .0115* 
Group .15  1  .15  .25  .6186 
Error 55.73  95  .59     
Total 62.26  99       
 
*p < .0125 
 
For-profit coursework, for-profit male role model, and emotional response to the brochure 
were selected as potential covariates for the for-profit social norms ANCOVA. For-profit 
coursework, r(97) = .30, p = .09, for-profit male role model, r(97) = .28, p = .04, and emotional 
response to the brochure, r(97) = .32, p < .01, were significantly and positively correlated with for-
profit social norms. The homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) test of assumption for the for-profit 
social norms ANCOVA indicated that the relationship between for-profit coursework and for-profit 
social norms did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .32, MSE = .65, p = .57, 
partial η2 = .00; the relationship between for-profit male role model and for-profit social norms did 
not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .32, MSE = .66, p = .57, partial η2 = .00; 
and the relationship between emotional response and for-profit social norms did not differ 
significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = 2.51, MSE = .62, p = .16, partial η2 = .03. Taken 
together, these results indicate that the differences on for-profit social norms among groups do 
not vary as a function of for-profit coursework, for-profit male role model, and emotional response 
to the brochure, thus indicating that these were appropriate covariates for the ANCOVA. 
Following tests of assumptions, an ANCOVA was used to test the hypothesis that women 
in the feminine communication condition would report higher for-profit social norms than women 
in the masculine communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 (.10/8) was 
used to test the hypothesis. A significant effect was observed for for-profit male role model, F(1, 
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94) = 7.94, p = .0059, and emotional response to the brochure, F(1, 94) = 8.50, p = .0044. A 
significant effect was not observed for for-profit coursework, F(1, 94) = 6.26, p = .0141. After 
controlling for the covariates, there was not a significant main effect for group, F(1, 94) = 2.93, 
MSE = .56, p = .0902. The strength of the relationship between brochure and for-profit social 
norms was weak, as assessed by a partial η2, with group accounting for 3% of the variance of for-
profit social norms, holding constant for-profit coursework, for-profit male role model, and 
emotional response to the brochure. (See Table 22.) As was seen with attitudes, women who 
viewed the feminine brochure (M = -.15) reported lower for-profit social norms than women who 
viewed the masculine brochure (M = .15). Hypothesis H6 was not supported. 
 
Table 22 
 
Analysis of Covariance for For-profit Social Norms by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
F-Course 3.50  1  3.50  6.26  .0141 
F-MaleRM 4.44  1  4.44  7.94  .0059* 
EmoRes 4.75  1  4.75  8.50  .0044* 
Group 1.64  1  1.64  2.93  .0902 
Error 52.52  94  .56     
Total 70.19  99       
 
*p < .0125 
 
Self-efficacy. H7 stated that self-efficacy (toward nonprofit organizations and for-profit 
businesses) is higher in the feminine brochure condition than in the masculine brochure condition. 
Emotional response and age were selected as potential covariates for the leadership self-efficacy 
ANCOVA. Emotional response to the brochure, r(97) = .44, p < .01, and age, r(97) = .29, p < .01, 
were significantly correlated with leadership self-efficacy. The homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) 
test of assumption for leadership self-efficacy indicated that the relationship between emotional 
response and leadership self-efficacy did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = 
.61, MSE = .55, p = .44, partial η2 < .01; and the relationship between age and leadership self-
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efficacy did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .35, MSE = .63, p = .56, 
partial η2 < .01, suggesting that the differences on leadership self-efficacy among groups do not 
vary as a function of emotional response and age, thus indicating that these variables were 
appropriate covariates for the ANCOVA.  
Following the test of assumption, an ANCOVA was used to test the hypothesis that 
women in the feminine communication condition would report higher leadership self-efficacy than 
women in the masculine communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 
(.10/8) was used to test the hypothesis. A significant effect was observed for emotional response 
to the brochure, F(1, 95) = 18.25, p = .0001. A significant effect did not emerge for age, F(1, 95) = 
4.42, p = .0380. After controlling for the covariate, a main effect did not emerge for group, F(1, 
95) = .08, MSE = .53, p = .7847. The strength of the relationship between brochure and 
leadership self-efficacy was very weak, as assessed by a partial η2, with the brochure accounting 
for less than 1% of the variance of leadership self-efficacy, holding constant emotional response 
to the brochure and age. (See Table 23.) Women who viewed the feminine brochure (M = -.02) 
had lower leadership self-efficacy than college women who viewed the masculine brochure (M = 
.02), but these results were non-significant. 
 
Table 23 
 
Analysis of Covariance for Leadership Self-Efficacy by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
EmoRes 9.68  1  9.68  18.26  .0001* 
Age 2.35  1  2.35  4.42  .0380 
Group .04  1  .04  .08  .7847 
Error 49.86  94  .53     
Total 65.58  99       
 
*p < .0125 
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Nonprofit coursework, for-profit coursework, nonprofit female role model, for-profit male 
role model, emotional response to the brochure, and age were selected as potential covariates 
for the business self-efficacy ANCOVA. Nonprofit coursework, r(97) = .26, p = .01, for-profit 
coursework, r(97) = .25, p = .01, nonprofit female role model, r(97) = .19, p = .06, for-profit male 
role model, r(97) = .25, p = .01, emotional response to the brochure, r(97) = .44, p < .01, and age, 
r(97) = .23, p = .02, were significantly correlated with business self-efficacy. 
The homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) test of assumption for business self-efficacy 
indicated that the relationship between nonprofit coursework and business self-efficacy did not 
differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .14, MSE = .60, p = .71, partial η2 < .00; the 
relationship between for-profit coursework and business self-efficacy did not differ significantly as 
a function of group, F(1, 95) = .04, MSE = .60, p = .84, partial η2 < .01; the relationship between 
nonprofit female role model and business self-efficacy did not differ significantly as a function of 
group, F(1, 95) = .16, MSE = .62, p = .69, partial η2 = .00; the relationship between for-profit male 
role model and business self-efficacy did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = 
2.39, MSE = .59, p = .31, partial η2 = .03; the relationship between emotional response to the 
brochure and business self-efficacy did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = 
.01, MSE = .52, p = .93, partial η2 < .01, and the relationship between age and business self-
efficacy did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .10, MSE = .61, p = .75, 
partial η2 < .01, suggesting that the differences on business self-efficacy among groups do not 
vary as a function of nonprofit coursework, for-profit coursework, nonprofit female role model, for-
profit male role model, emotional response to the brochure, or age, indicating that these variables 
were appropriate covariates for the ANCOVA. 
Following the tests of assumptions, an ANCOVA was used to test the hypothesis that 
women in the feminine communication condition would report higher business self-efficacy than 
women in the masculine communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 
(.10/8) was used to test the hypothesis. A significant effect emerged for for-profit male role model, 
F(1, 91) = 6.37, p = .0123, and emotional response to the brochure, F(1, 91) = 14.84, p = .0002. 
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A significant effect did not emerge for nonprofit coursework, F(1, 91) = .20, p = .6593, for-profit 
coursework, F(1, 91) = 1.90, p = .1717, nonprofit female role model, F(1, 91) = .62, p = .2550, 
and age, F(1, 91) = .64, p = .2468. After controlling for for-profit male role model and emotional 
response to the brochure, the ANCOVA was non-significant, F(1, 91) = .65, MSE = .47, p = 
.4210. As with leadership self-efficacy, the strength of the relationship between brochure and 
business self-efficacy was very weak, as assessed by a partial η2, with the brochure accounting 
for less than 1% of the variance of business self-efficacy, holding constant for-profit male role 
model and emotional response to the brochure. (See Table 24.) Women who viewed the feminine 
brochure (M = -.07) had lower business self-efficacy than women who viewed the masculine 
brochure (M = .07), though these results were non-significant. Hypothesis H7 was not supported. 
 
Table 24 
 
Analysis of Covariance for Business Self-Efficacy by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
N-Course .09  1  .09  .20  .6593 
F-Course .90  1  .90  1.90  .1717 
N-FemaleRM .62  1  .62  1.31  .2550 
F-MaleRM 3.01  1  3.01  6.36  .0123* 
EmoRes 7.03  1  7.03  14.85  .0002* 
Age .64  1  .64  1.36  .2468 
Group .31  1  .31  .65  .4210 
Error 43.09  91  .47     
Total 61.46  99       
 
*p < .0125 
 
Intentions. H8 stated that behavioral intentions (toward nonprofit organizations and for-
profit businesses) are higher in the feminine brochure condition than in the masculine brochure 
condition. Nonprofit coursework, nonprofit female role model, nonprofit male role model, 
emotional response to the brochure, and age were chosen as potential covariates for the 
ANCOVA. Nonprofit coursework, r(97) = .36, p < .01, nonprofit female role model, r(97) = .19, p = 
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.06, nonprofit male role model, r(97) = .19, p = .06, emotional response to the brochure, r(97) = 
.36, p < .01, and age, r(47) = .32, p < .01, were significantly correlated with nonprofit intentions. 
The homogeneity-of-regression (slopes) test of assumption for nonprofit intentions 
indicated that the relationship between nonprofit coursework and nonprofit intentions did not differ 
significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .08, MSE = .68, p = .77, partial η2 < .01; the 
relationship between nonprofit female role model and nonprofit intentions did not differ 
significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .53, MSE = .75, p = .14, partial η2 = .03; the 
relationship between nonprofit male role model and nonprofit intentions did not differ significantly 
as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .00, MSE = .77, p = .98, partial η2 < .01; the relationship 
between emotional response to the brochure and nonprofit intentions did not differ significantly as 
a function of group, F(1, 95) = 1.01, MSE = .68, p = .32, partial η2 = .01; and the relationship 
between age and nonprofit intentions did not differ significantly as a function of the brochure, F(1, 
95) = .68, MSE = .70, p = .41, partial η2 < .01. These results suggest that the differences on 
nonprofit intention among groups do not vary as a function of nonprofit coursework, nonprofit 
female role model, nonprofit male role model, emotional response to the brochure, and age, 
indicating that these variables are appropriate covariates for the ANCOVA. 
Following the tests of assumptions, an ANCOVA was used to test the hypothesis that 
women in the feminine communication condition would report higher nonprofit intentions than 
women in the masculine communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 
(.10/8) was used to test the hypothesis. A significant effect emerged for emotional response to 
the brochure, F(1, 92) = 6.88, p = .0102. Significant effects were not observed for nonprofit 
coursework, F(1, 92) = 3.86, p = .0526, nonprofit female role model, F(1, 92) = 1.01, p = .3177, 
nonprofit male role model, F(1, 92) = .79, p = .3753, and age, F(1, 92) = 2.87, p = .0932. After 
controlling for nonprofit coursework, the ANCOVA was significant, F(1, 92) = 7.38, MSE = .61, p = 
.0078. The strength of the relationship between brochure and nonprofit intention was moderate, 
as assessed by a partial η2, with the brochure accounting for 8% of the variance of nonprofit 
intentions, holding constant nonprofit coursework, emotional response to the brochure, and age. 
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(See Table 25.) Contrary to prediction, women who viewed the masculine brochure (M = .23) had 
significantly higher nonprofit intentions than women who viewed the feminine brochure (M = -.22).  
 
Table 25 
 
Analysis of Covariance for Nonprofit Intentions by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
N-Course 2.34  1  2.34  3.86  .0526 
N-FemaleRM .61  1  .61  1.01  .3177 
N-MaleRM .48  1  .48  .79  .3753 
EmoRes 4.17  1  4.17  6.88  .0102* 
Age 1.74  1  1.74  2.88  .0932 
Group 4.47  1  4.47  7.38  .0078* 
Error 55.74  92  .61     
Total 79.75  99       
 
*p < .0125 
 
For-profit coursework, for-profit male role model, emotional response to the brochure, 
and age were selected as potential covariates for the ANCOVA. For-profit coursework, r(97) = 
.36, p < .01, for-profit male role model, r(97) = .19, p = .06, emotional response to the brochure, 
r(97) = .36, p < .01, and age, r(48) = .32, p < .01, were significantly correlated with for-profit 
intention in the social group, while for-profit coursework, r(47) = .41, p < .01, emotional response, 
r(47) = .36, p = .01, and age, r(47) = .32, p = .03, were significantly correlated with for-profit 
intentions. 
The test of assumption for for-profit intentions indicated that the relationship between for-
profit coursework and for-profit intentions did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 
95) = .48, MSE = .69, p = .49, partial η2 < .01; the relationship between for-profit male role model 
and for-profit intentions did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .02, MSE = 
.78, p = .89, partial η2 < .01; the relationship between emotional response to the brochure and for-
profit intentions did not differ significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .08, MSE = .69, p = 
.77, partial η2 < .00; and the relationship between age and for-profit intentions did not differ 
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significantly as a function of group, F(1, 95) = .00, MSE = .72, p = .99, partial η2 < .00. Test of 
assumption results suggest that the differences on for-profit intention among groups do not vary 
as a function of for-profit coursework, for-profit male role model, emotional response to the 
brochure, and age, indicating that these variables are appropriate covariates for the ANCOVA. 
Following the tests of assumptions, an ANCOVA was used to test the hypothesis that 
women in the feminine communication condition would report higher for-profit intentions than 
women in the masculine communication condition. A Bonferroni adjusted alpha level of .0125 
(.10/8) was used to test the hypothesis. A significant effect emerged for for-profit coursework, F(1, 
93) = 8.32, p = .0049, and emotional response to the brochure, F(1, 93) = 8.05, p = .0056. 
Significant effects were not observed for for-profit male role model, F(1, 93) = 3.32, p = .0718, 
and age, F(1, 93) = 5.12, p = .0259. After controlling for covariates, a significant main effect 
emerged for group, F(1, 93) = 5.44, MSE = .58, p = .0118. The strength of the relationship 
between group and for-profit intentions was moderate, as assessed by a partial η2, with the 
brochure accounting for 7% of the variance of for-profit intentions, holding constant for-profit 
coursework, for-profit male role model, emotional response to the brochure, and age. (See Table 
26.) As with nonprofit intentions, women who viewed the masculine brochure (M = .20) had 
significantly higher for-profit intentions than women who viewed the feminine brochure (M = -.19). 
Hypothesis H8 was not supported. 
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Table 26 
 
Analysis of Covariance for For-profit Intentions by Group 
 
Source SS  df  MS  F  p 
F-Course 4.85  1  4.85  8.32  .0049* 
F-MaleRM 1.93  1  1.93  3.32  .0718 
EmoRes 4.69  1  4.69  8.05  .0056* 
Age 2.99  1  2.99  5.12  .0259 
Group 3.17  1  3.17  5.44  .0118* 
Error 54.21  93  .58     
Total 80.05  99       
 
*p < .0125 
 
Results of the ANCOVAs fail to support Hypothesis 5-8 that women in the feminine 
communication condition would report higher attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions 
than women in the masculine communication condition. See Table 27 for a summary of results of 
tests for hypotheses 5-8. No differences were found between the feminine communication 
condition and the masculine communication condition for attitudes, social norms, and self-
efficacy, and contrary to initial prediction, women in the masculine communication condition 
reported higher intentions than women in the feminine communication condition. Results revealed 
a pattern of significant covariates, such that coursework had an effect on attitudes and intentions; 
emotional response to the brochure had an effect on social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions; 
and the presence of a male for-profit role model had an effect on social norms and self-efficacy. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 
Overview of Results 
 The purpose of this study was to measure the effect of gendered communication on 
women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship. Based on its 
prevalence in the entrepreneurship literature (e.g., Becker-Blease & Sohl, 2007; Fischer et al., 
1993; Greer & Greene, 2003; Heilbrunn, 2004; Morris et al., 2006; Orser et al., 2010; Robb & 
Watson, 2012), social feminist theory was used to predict that women would report more positive 
responses to recruiting brochures and entrepreneurial pursuits that are congruent with a feminine 
gender identity. Specifically, I hypothesized that women would report more positive attitudes, 
social norms, self-efficacy, and behavioral intentions toward nonprofit organizations than toward 
for-profit businesses. I also hypothesized that attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions 
would be more positive in the feminine communication condition than in the masculine 
communication condition.  
First, results of the study indicated that women’s gender identity was malleable, rather 
than stable; women who viewed the feminine brochure viewed themselves as more feminine and 
having less entrepreneurship experience than women who viewed the masculine brochure. 
These results do not support the claims of social feminism that women and men are essentially 
different, with women largely espousing a feminine identity. In the current study, women’s gender 
identity was dependent upon the brochure that they viewed, indicating instead support for 
poststructuralist feminist theory. According to poststructuralist theory, gender is fluid and 
negotiated, produced through discourse (Ahl, 2006). Butler (1990) describes gender as 
performative; gender is not something that one is or has, rather it is something that one does. 
Through a repetitive process of performing gender, women and men create and purposefully 
support a powerful illusion that women are feminine and men are masculine, but gender is 
actually dependent on time, place, and social context (Butler, 1990). 
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Second, the results revealed no significant differences between nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship; women did not report significantly higher nonprofit than for-profit attitudes, 
social norms, self-efficacy, or behavioral intentions. In addition and counter to predictions, women 
who viewed the masculine brochure reported higher nonprofit and for-profit behavioral intentions 
than women who viewed the feminine brochure. (Refer to Appendices E and F for feminine and 
masculine versions of the brochure.) Several significant covariates emerged, including 
coursework, which had an effect on attitudes and intentions; emotional response to the brochure, 
which had an effect on social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions; and the presence of a male for-
profit role model, which had an effect on social norms and self-efficacy. 
 The current study’s findings are in alignment with research by Betz and Sekaquaptewa 
(2012), who studied middle school girls’ responses to feminine or gender-neutral STEM role 
models as portrayed in magazine articles. In the magazine articles, Betz and Sekaquaptewa 
(2012) depicted feminine role models as wearing pink clothing and makeup and enjoying fashion 
magazines, while gender-neutral role models were depicted as wearing dark-colored clothing and 
glasses and enjoying reading in general. Betz and Sekaquaptewa (2012) found that feminine 
STEM role models weakened girls’ intentions to study math among girls who disliked math. 
Further, feminine role models negatively impacted girls’ interest in mathematics and their math 
self-efficacy, regardless of whether the girls liked or disliked math. Betz and Sekaquaptewa 
(2012) concluded that feminine women who excel in masculine fields are demotivating to girls, 
who may view their own ability to reach such success as impossible. As Betz and Sekaquaptewa 
(2012) argue, 
A successful woman in STEM whose femininity goes unremarked upon may still be 
subtyped as unfeminine, allowing people to reconcile her success with steadfast 
stereotypes demeaning “most women’s” abilities. A very feminine woman in STEM, 
however, cannot be so easily recategorized. By countering two contradictory stereotypes, 
feminine STEM role models may seem impossibly unsuccessful. (p. 2) 
 
Betz and Sekaquaptewa (2012) reported that a limitation of their study was the possible 
inapplicability of their findings to high school and college women. They postulated that high 
school and college women may have more experience with diverse role models who could make 
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masculine fields (e.g., technology, mathematics, etc.) seem more compatible with femininity. The 
results of the current study suggest otherwise – that feminine women who excel in 
entrepreneurship are not aspirational role models; rather, they actually demotivate college women 
from pursuing entrepreneurship – regardless of whether such entrepreneurial activity is nonprofit 
– which scholars such as Claus et al. (2013), Nank (2011) and Salmenniemi (2005) have argued 
aligns with femininity – or for-profit in status. 
What might explain these outcomes? In the sections below, I describe scholarship that 
can help contextualize these findings, which are counter to the original predictions proposed in 
this study. I draw first on literature that describes the difficulty of negotiating a feminine gender 
role in a masculine field. I then turn to scholarship on women who adopt masculine gender roles. 
Finally, I provide conclusions, including the applicability of these findings, and define limitations of 
the study and directions for future research. 
Interpretation of Results: Negotiating Gender 
 A number of qualitative studies have investigated how women negotiate their gender in 
masculine organizations and systems (e.g., Garcia & Welter, 2013; Lewis, 2006; Nadin, 2007; 
Trauger et al., 2010). These studies demonstrate the complexities of such negotiations, 
illustrating the difficulty women experience while maintaining a feminine or masculine gender role 
within a masculine institution. As Betz and Sekaquaptewa (2012) have argued, the difficulty of 
maintaining a feminine identity within a masculine institution may seem unattainable to women. 
The paragraphs below elaborate on these points.  
 Feminine gender roles in masculine fields. Research on gender negotiation can be 
used to explain why the concept of excelling as a feminine woman within a masculine field would 
be considered difficult, if not impossible. Through a longitudinal study of children’s science 
aspirations, for example, by Archer, Dewitt, Osborne, Dillon, Willis, and Wong (2012) explored 
how feminine girls who excel in masculine careers negotiate and manage their identities. The 
researchers found that feminine girls were very socially adept; they were popular in school and 
able to balance being feminine (e.g., artistic, talkative, attractive, etc.) with being skilled in science 
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and math courses. At the same time, Archer et al. (2012) found these complex identities were 
difficult for the girls to achieve, even for those with the resilience and resources (e.g., social 
support) to attempt such an identity formation. Archer et al. (2012) argued, 
…the girls’ performances of “science femininity” – while in many ways impressive and 
successful feats (as embodying identifications with science that remain intelligible forms 
of femininity) must at the same time also be read as precarious identities. Not only do 
they need to be continually defended, “fought” for, and negotiated (as a form of 
“acceptable” femininity) but must avoid the “risk” of geek identity and must also operate 
within a wider context of structural (and gendered) inequalities and potential (future) 
“chillier climates” within the wider field of science. p.978 
 
Similar findings regarding the difficulty feminine women face in masculine fields have 
emerged in entrepreneurship scholarship. Nadin (2007), for instance, interviewed women 
entrepreneurs who own businesses caring for the elderly and for children. These women 
struggled to position their identities as supervisors, mother figures, colleagues, and friends. Nadin 
(2007) explains that much of the tension that arises from these plural roles is focused on women 
risking their gender values (of caring and nurturing) with the concept of generating profit from 
care work. These women felt the need to justify their entrepreneurial activity by relying on their 
feminine identities – that they were in this business for moral reasons and that making money 
was not a motivator for them; rather, they wanted to spend their lives (in alignment with 
femininity) caring for others. Similarly, Garcia and Welter (2013) performed a qualitative study of 
women entrepreneurs and found that women who had feminine identities and were pursuing 
business ownership felt dissonance and engaged in a juggling act, balancing the expectations of 
being a successful business owner with being a good wife and mother. Perseverance and 
tenacity were key qualities needed for women who could achieve this difficult balance, and 
women discussed the frustration they experience in navigating how they should and should not 
think, feel, and behave (Garcia & Welter, 2013). Garcia and Welter (2013) found that other 
women challenged the view that being a woman and being an entrepreneur are incongruent. 
These women discussed their ability to innovate business practices and develop a family-friendly 
workplace; they emphasized their strengths in collaborative decision-making, social intelligence, 
and ability to successfully negotiate (Garcia & Welter, 2013). Garcia and Welter (2013) explained 
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that the opportunity to renegotiate gender arose from these women’s relative experience as 
entrepreneurs. Women who could challenge traditional views of gender and entrepreneurship 
were not novices; they had risen to positions of authority within their networks or industries, 
granting them the power to renegotiate gender that few other women experience (Garcia & 
Welter, 2013). 
Women may challenge traditional views of gender, but people and institutions still hold 
them accountable to adopting a feminine gender role (West & Zimmerman, 1987). Scholarship by 
Kanter (1977) and Hielman, Wallen, Fuchs and Tamkins (2004) illustrates the consequences 
experienced by women who excel in masculine fields. Kanter (1977) argues that in business 
settings, members of majority groups view minorities not to be individuals but representatives of 
their respective minority affiliation. In addition, Kanter (1977) asserts that the presence of a 
minority causes the majority to become hyper aware of their majority status; as a result, they 
overemphasize differences that keep the minority out of in-group status, which ultimately results 
in stereotyping toward minorities. These stereotypes are defined by the dominant group (i.e., 
men) (Kanter, 1977). Kanter (1977) defines several gendered stereotypes, including the 
seductress, whereby women are relegated to being sexual objects; the mother, whereby women 
are expected to nurture and take care of their colleagues; the pet, whereby women are expected 
to be advocates (and contribute no more) for the success of their colleagues; and the iron 
maiden, whereby women are considered to be too masculine and insufficiently feminine. Through 
these stereotypes, women’s participation in masculine fields can be belittled and marginalized, 
preserving men’s power. In fact, Kanter (1977) asserts that the difficulty that women experience 
in excelling in masculine fields is interpreted as an indication of their incompetence, further 
justification for standards of performance created by men, which benefit men. 
An experiment conducted by Heilman et al. (2004) demonstrated how stereotypes about 
women negatively affect their ability to excel in masculine fields. Heilman et al. (2004) 
investigated college women and men’s reactions to candidates for a male-gendered position. 
They found that when female candidates were acknowledged to be highly qualified, they were 
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also seen as less likable and more interpersonally hostile than equally successful men (Heilman 
et al., 2004). These candidates violated gender norms; their success in a masculine field meant 
that they were considered too masculine and/or insufficiently feminine (Heilman et al., 2004). 
Thus, Heilman et al. (2004) argue that women’s success in a masculine workplace does not 
necessarily mean that these women do not face challenges. In fact, in a follow up study, Heilman 
et al. (2004) demonstrated that being disliked can lead to detrimental outcomes in work settings; 
negative social reactions to successful employees adversely affect performance evaluations and 
salary recommendations. 
Heilman et al.’s (2004) study demonstrated how stereotype violators are punished, but in 
some cases, stereotype violators are disregarded, viewed as rare exceptions to the rule. Richards 
and Hewstone (2001) refer to this behavior as subtyping, where individuals who do not fit a 
stereotype are treated as exceptions, unrepresentative of the whole. Subtyping allows for the 
stereotype to remain intact (Richards & Hewstone, 2001). Returning to Betz and Sekaquaptewa’s 
(2012) study, the researchers used subtyping to explain their finding that feminine role models 
reduced middle school girls’ math interest, self-efficacy, and intentions. Betz and Sekaquaptewa 
(2012) suggested that the girls viewed feminine STEM role models as a rare exception, holding 
identities that are perhaps so rare and unachievable as to render similar success unattainable. 
Instead of feeling motivated by girls who could not only excel in a masculine field but also 
succeed at reaching feminine ideals, the girls in Betz and Sekaquaptewa’s (2012) study may 
have simply felt defeated. 
The studies above provide context regarding why the feminine brochure elicited weaker 
nonprofit and for-profit intentions than the masculine brochure. Primed to think of themselves as 
feminine, it is possible that the women who viewed the feminine brochure saw greater incongruity 
between their feminine identities and being an (masculine) entrepreneur than women who viewed 
the masculine brochure. As the above studies illustrate, this incongruence creates dissonance, 
and negotiating a feminine gender role within a masculine system (i.e., entrepreneurship) is 
difficult for many women to manage. Even among women who are successful in masculine fields, 
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they are often discriminated against and stereotyped because of their minority status, creating a 
picture of participation in these fields that relatively few women are likely to want to pursue. Those 
women who are able to adopt a feminine identity while pursuing a masculine career are likely to 
be viewed by other women as rare exceptions, rather than role models, and their success 
navigating gender norms may therefore be perceived as unattainable. This body of work can be 
used to explain why women’s intentions to pursue entrepreneurship are low when they are 
primed through language and imagery to think of themselves as feminine. 
This study demonstrated no difference between women’s views of nonprofit and for-profit 
entrepreneurship. This suggests that despite the emphasis that nonprofit organizations place on 
traditionally feminine values (Nank, 2011) and widely held beliefs that nonprofit work is feminine 
work (Salmenniemi, 2005), women continue to view the act of starting a nonprofit organization as 
a masculine activity. This finding illustrates only further the masculinity women ascribe to 
entrepreneurial activity – of all kinds. Further, familiarity with a male role model leading a for-profit 
business was a significant covariate, affecting women’s perceptions of social norms and their 
self-efficacy. While this finding could be the result of a dearth of female role models leading for-
profit businesses, it may also be indicative that women view entrepreneurship as a masculine 
field. It is possible women feel the need to earn permission from significant men in their lives 
(e.g., father, brother, spouse, etc.) to explore entrepreneurial ambitions. 
Assimilating into the dominant majority. Ahl and Marlow (2012) assert that women 
entrepreneurs are accepted as long as they do not challenge well-established masculine norms 
for entrepreneurial behavior; they must look and act masculine in order to be considered a part of 
the reputable (masculine) entrepreneurship community. In fact, as Lewis (2006) has asserted, 
many women entrepreneurs refuse to see differences between women and men’s entrepreneurial 
experience and are committed to what they believe to be a neutral meritocracy in the business 
world. Lewis (2006) adds that this gender-blind conclusion can be reached precisely because 
entrepreneurship and masculinity are so similar as to become interchangeable terms; the 
dominant discourse about entrepreneurship essentially can be interpreted as: to engage in 
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entrepreneurship means to engage in masculine activities (Ahl, 2006; Blake & Hanson, 2005; Bird 
& Brush, 2002; Lewis, 2006; Marlow & Patton, 2005; Stevenson, 1990). Members of minority 
groups, including women, are measured against a masculine standard for performance, but the 
connection between this standard and masculinity remains invisible to those who are not self-
aware of gender and gender’s impact on women and men’s experiences (Lewis, 2006). 
Women who are gender-blind often engage in yet another strategy for negotiating gender 
(Lewis, 2006). As Mavin and Grandy (2012) describe, they may dissociate with femininity and 
knowingly or unknowingly collude with men in the oppression of women. A passage from Mavin’s 
(2006) study of women academics’ experiences in a business school illustrate this gender identity 
strategy: 
I soon learned that to be accepted I needed to become one of the boys and started 
swearing and drinking with them. When men cracked sexist jokes, I laughed with them, 
even though it got right under my skin. I knew to survive I had to play the game […] their 
game. I even took up golf […] I was known as the honorary man. (p. 356) 
 
Kanter (1977) refers to these gender-blind women as Queen Bees. Integrated into a patriarchal 
structure, they become gatekeepers and regulate opportunities for other women to be successful 
or to challenge men’s dominant status. Lewis and Simpson (2012) call attention to the difficulty 
Queen Bees face in negotiating their gendered identities. According to Lewis and Simpson 
(2012), the behavior of these women demonstrates their attempts to become invisible and to be 
assimilated into a masculine system. By assuming that women and men are essentially the same 
and by evaluating men and women on their ability to perform according to “neutral” (male) 
standards, women who seek strategic invisibility “establish a distance from any practices and 
values (particularly those associated with femininity) which might exclude or marginalize them” 
(Lewis & Simpson, 2012, p. 152). Kanter (1977) argues that women’s desire to be like the 
dominant majority is inevitable, as being in the majority provides power, control, and access to 
resources (e.g., financial resources). 
Given the resources that traditional masculine-gendered entrepreneurship can provide to 
women who are successful in this field, women may respond positively to opportunities to engage 
in traditional (masculine) entrepreneurship. This possibility, coupled with the difficulty women face 
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in maintaining a feminine identity in a masculine field, may explain why women who viewed the 
masculine brochure reported higher entrepreneurial intentions than women who viewed the 
feminine brochure. To women who viewed the masculine brochure, entrepreneurship likely 
represented an opportunity to be a member of the dominant majority. In addition, primed to think 
of themselves as masculine, it is possible that the women who viewed the masculine brochure 
saw greater congruity between their masculine identities and being an (masculine) entrepreneur 
than women who viewed the feminine brochure. This congruence may have enabled women to 
see a pathway to become a member of the dominant group. 
Conclusions 
Expected contributions of the current study included providing additional information to 
promote a deeper understanding of women’s perceptions of entrepreneurship as well as whether 
or not women view nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship differently and investigating the role 
of communication in recruiting women entrepreneurs to allow for more effective recruitment 
strategies. The qualitative research performed in this study provided rich information regarding 
women’s perceptions of entrepreneurship, including uncovering women’s beliefs of the masculine 
nature of entrepreneurial activity. Women reported that while they believed women could excel as 
entrepreneurs, the skills necessary to succeed as an entrepreneur were largely masculine 
qualities, including being assertive and having a high tolerance for risk. The quantitative research 
also indicated that women perceive entrepreneurship as a masculine field, reporting lower 
entrepreneurial intentions when primed to think of themselves as feminine. Despite women’s 
relatively higher rates of participation in the nonprofit than in the private sector (Egerton & Mullan, 
2008; Mastracci & Herring, 2010; Themudo, 2009), women in the current study did not view 
nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship differently. Ahl and Marlow (2012) argue that the 
importance of research focused on exploring women’s perspectives is in uncovering biases 
regarding how entrepreneurship is defined and understood. Through investigating and reporting 
these perspectives, feminists can describe women’s marginalization in entrepreneurship (Ahl & 
Marlow, 2012).  
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The study’s most important contributions lie in understanding the effect of gendered 
communication on the recruitment of women to entrepreneurship. This study contributes to 
gender and communication scholarship as, according to Ahl (2007), there is a scarcity of 
empirical research that investigates how the intersection of gender and entrepreneurship 
discourse negatively impacts or enables entrepreneurial activity. The central tenet of the 
scholarship on gender and entrepreneurship has focused upon the similarities between 
masculinity and entrepreneurship discourse (e.g., Ahl, 2006; Blake & Hanson, 2005; Bird & 
Brush, 2002; Lewis, 2006; Marlow & Patton, 2005; Stevenson, 1990). This scholarship suggests 
that if entrepreneurship discourse could be changed to be inclusive of femininity, a greater 
number of women would be able to identify as entrepreneurs (Lewis, 2006; Mirchandani, 1999). 
This study contributes to this scholarship by providing evidence that brief exposure to 
nontraditional communication about entrepreneurship can do little to change current patterns of 
women’s attitudes toward and intentions to pursue entrepreneurship or alter the larger 
entrepreneurship discourse that equates entrepreneurship with masculinity.  
Power structures can be extraordinarily resistant to change, and the disparities in power 
between women and men in Sweden provide a compelling illustration of this resistance. Sweden 
is arguably one of the most progressive nations in the world, with regard to policies that promote 
women and men’s equality. For instance, Sweden uses an individual rather than family tax 
system, and this system equally encourages men and women to work in the labor market 
(Bourne, 2010). Sweden also has a publicly funded childcare system, and Sweden’s parental 
leave policy offers both mothers and fathers 80% of their monthly wage for up to 390 days 
(Calasanti & Bailey, 1991; Bourne, 2010). Despite these policies that encourage equality between 
women and men, Swedish women still remain primarily responsible for childrearing and 
household labor (Calasanti & Bailey, 1991; Evertsson & Nermo, 2004). Further, the Swedish 
labor market is gendered in ways similar to the U.S. labor market, and women entrepreneurs in 
Sweden tend to start businesses in feminine industries, just as they have been seen to do so in 
the U.S. (Bourne, 2010). 
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Feminists have argued that while altering dominant discourse is difficult, it is not 
impossible, but to successfully alter entrepreneurship discourse means to fundamentally change 
the way that the concept is defined (Ahl, 2006; Ahl & Marlow, 2012; Calas, Smircich, & Bourne, 
2009; Marlow & Patton, 2005). In light of the findings of this study, this body of feminist 
scholarship suggests that to fundamentally alter the way that entrepreneurship is defined calls for 
greater and broader efforts than changing communication in controlled instances. Rather, to alter 
the dominant discourse on entrepreneurship, significant changes in the larger narrative being told 
among women and men about entrepreneurship needs to change. 
The meaning that women and men ascribe to entrepreneurship is central to the narrative 
they tell about entrepreneurship. Most often, entrepreneurship’s meaning is derived through 
economic measures: employment, profits, boosting exports, and increasing the tax base (Calas et 
al., 2009; Hanson, 2009). While there is value in these contributions, at the same time, feminist 
scholars have argued that the contributions of entrepreneurship to society be assessed in these 
and other ways, including for example employee satisfaction, social contributions, and work-life 
balance achievement (Calas et al., 2009; Hanson, 2009; Wilson & Tagg, 2010). Defining 
entrepreneurship as purely an economic activity is limiting. As Hanson (2009) has noted, scholars 
should be careful not to assume that bigger businesses and more revenue are the most valuable 
to society; businesses that contribute in meaningful ways to community well-being are of arguably 
equal value as those that generate profits. Calas et al. (2009) pose the question,  
What would happen, theoretically and analytically, if the focus of the literature were 
reframed from entrepreneurship as economic activity with possible social change 
outcomes to entrepreneurship as social change activity with a variety of possible 
outcomes? What kind of outcomes might these be? (p. 553) 
 
Calas et al. (2009) argue that the outcomes created through such a reframing would offer the 
opportunity to question the topics and people that have been ignored in entrepreneurship 
research and allow for the development of a richer and more diverse entrepreneurship discourse. 
By promoting entrepreneurship’s contributions to economic development, as well as to social and 
cultural development, the core definition of what it means to be an entrepreneur may also 
change, diversifying those who identify with this career path (Calas et al., 2009). 
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According to Blake and Hanson (2005), strategies to engage more women in 
entrepreneurship should not include convincing more women to assume masculine identities and 
work harder to be like men – to increase employment in their businesses, to enhance their profits, 
to increase their businesses’ impact on exports, and to contribute more to the tax base. 
Encouraging women to embrace a masculine rather than feminine identity assumes there is 
something wrong with and lacking among women (Ahl & Marlow, 2012). This position promotes 
women’s further oppression by colluding with men in demanding that women change if they wish 
to be respected members of the entrepreneurship community (Ahl & Marlow, 2012). In addition, 
though women who collude may gain access to power and resources, scholars (e.g., Kanter, 
1977, Lewis & Simpson, 2012; Mavin & Grandy, 2012) point to the problems inherent to trying to 
assimilate into the dominant majority. While women who collude with their oppressors often have 
access to power, other women tend to view them negatively and criticize them harshly, 
considering these colluding women to be traitors (Mavin & Grandy, 2012). Thus, like the identities 
described by Archer et al. (2012) and Garcia and Welter (2013), the colluding (Queen Bee) 
identity may be difficult to assume, as it is unlikely to be adopted without sacrifice (Kanter, 1977; 
Lewis & Simpson, 2012). Blake and Hanson (2005) argue that encouraging feminine women to 
assume a masculine identity and collude in the oppression of other women is therefore not an 
ethical solution. 
Rather, Blake and Hanson (2005) claim that an effective way to reframe entrepreneurship 
that will result in the empowerment and liberation of women is to enable more women the 
opportunity to renegotiate gender – to assume a feminine identity within a masculine institution. 
Over time, as the number of women who renegotiate gender grows and as these women innovate 
the meanings of entrepreneurship and gender, the ways that people and institutions categorize 
women and men will be transformed, leading to shifts in gender norms that result in greater 
access to resources for women and men who do not fit the masculine entrepreneur stereotype 
(Blake & Hanson, 2005). As this study illustrated, recruiting feminine women to pursue a career in 
a masculine institution (entrepreneurship) is more complicated than altering communication in 
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recruiting brochures, and while the current study contributed to the understanding of the role of 
communication in recruiting women entrepreneurs, the findings have also raised several 
questions for future research explained in the section below. 
Applications and future research. Findings of the current study are applicable beyond 
entrepreneurship and would suggest that strategies to feminize STEM as a means to recruit more 
women STEM professionals would be unsuccessful. Betz and Sekaquaptewa (2012) highlight 
Mattel’s “Computer Engineer Barbie” as one such example of an organization that is attempting to 
feminize a masculine institution. The toy industry has jumped on the bandwagon of using 
feminized science and math toys to promote girls’ participation in STEM fields. For example, 
recently, the American Institute of Architects has endorsed Mattel’s “Architect Barbie” 
(www.aia.org, n.d.), while Lego has launched its “Friends” series of toys that allow girls to build 
veterinarian clinics, inventor’s workshops, and more with pink blocks, while playing with attractive 
Lego dolls that have unique storylines (www.friends.lego.com, n.d.). As the results of the current 
study suggest, however, convincing women to pursue STEM could be more complicated than 
providing girls with pink blocks and attractive dolls with STEM-related storylines. 
It is possible, however, that exposing girls and women to feminine messages about 
masculine fields continuously and over long periods of time would have an effect on their career 
intentions and behavior. In the current study, women were exposed to a feminine or masculine 
recruiting brochure for just two minutes. Studies that expand this period of exposure might yield 
different results. Colvin et al. (2013), for example, demonstrated that intensive exposure can have 
a positive effect on girls’ attitudes toward STEM and their perceptions that STEM is a career 
women can pursue. In Colvin et al.’s (2013) study, communication regarding how engineers show 
care and nurturance for their communities was embedded throughout a four-week long series of 
STEM workshops for middle school girls. As described in Chapter 2, at the end of this program, 
more girls thought of women when they thought of engineers than at the beginning of the 
program. Colvin et al. (2013) interpreted this difference as a result of manipulating communication 
about engineering. The contradiction in findings between the current study and Colvin et al.’s 
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(2013) study suggests that future research should explore the effects of different communication 
mediums (e.g., childhood toys, television programs, in-person communication in an educational 
setting, etc.) and exposure lengths to feminine communication regarding masculine careers. In 
particular, longitudinal studies that focus on girls and women exposed to feminine communication 
regarding entrepreneurship and other masculine fields may illuminate the effectiveness or 
ineffectiveness of these strategies. Length of exposure may explain why the current study’s 
findings were counterintuitive; perhaps exposure to the manipulated communication was too short 
for the feminine recruiting brochure to positively affect women’s attitudes, social norms, self-
efficacy, and behavioral intentions. 
In the qualitative portion of the study, the two students enrolled in degree programs that 
Eccles et al. (1999) have defined as masculine (engineering and business) were more 
comfortable with the concept of entrepreneurship’s utility to create profit. The extent to which 
students have been exposed to feminine and masculine careers through their degree programs 
may have an effect on their views of feminine and masculine communication about 
entrepreneurship. For example, feminine students in engineering may be more experienced with 
and more resilient to needing to negotiate their gender. This resilience could affect their 
responses such that pursuing a masculine field such as entrepreneurship that is communicated 
as masculine would be less intimidating, based on their relative experience in being a feminine 
woman in a masculine field. These women may respond more positively to the feminine 
entrepreneurship recruiting brochure than the masculine entrepreneurship recruiting brochure 
because being feminine in a masculine institution perhaps creates less dissonance for them. 
Future research could explore the effect of degree programs on female students’ perceptions of 
feminine and masculine entrepreneurship communication; sample sizes in the current study were 
too small to allow for this analysis. 
If Blake and Hanson’s (2005) claims are correct that giving women the opportunity to 
negotiate being a feminine woman in a masculine institution can create a path for other women to 
follow, an effective strategy for diversifying masculine fields would be to teach feminine women 
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strategies to be resilient in the face of difficult gender negotiations; as more feminine women 
pursue this path and innovate gender norms, the discourse of entrepreneurship and gender can 
eventually transform to be inclusive of feminine and masculine voices. Future research should 
explore resilience and how resilience enables or – if training women to be resilient can be viewed 
as freeing the oppressor of responsibility for women’s subjugated position – negatively affects 
women’s entrepreneurial intentions, as well as women’s intentions to pursue other masculine 
fields, such as STEM. Studies can also investigate methods to identify and recruit women who 
would be resilient in situations that require gender negotiation, as well as strategies that teach 
women to be resilient in negotiating their gender. This research can explore in-depth the 
strategies used by women in Garcia and Welter’s (2013) study who carved out unique spaces to 
adopt a feminine and masculine gender role that were not in conflict with one another. These 
women felt agency in performing gender, and research can investigate why and how women 
experience agency. In addition, qualitative research may be particularly useful in exploring the 
reasons why women who consider themselves to be feminine choose to engage in 
entrepreneurship at all; by studying the success and the paths taken by successful feminine 
women entrepreneurs, more may be learned about how to encourage other women to pursue 
similar careers. 
In addition to research efforts focused on women, I would add that an important element 
of changing entrepreneurship discourse is to educate men and help them to become more self-
aware of their privileged position. As the dominant group, men exercise power and have the 
opportunity to influence the definition of entrepreneurship in ways that are currently inaccessible 
to women. Yet, men can help to facilitate women’s success by challenging systems and other 
men and women that oppress women. As argued by Godwin, Stevens, and Brenner (2006) when 
women choose to partner with men to create businesses, men can legitimize women’s ability to 
renegotiate gender, allowing women access to business situations that might otherwise be 
blocked to them. At the same time, Godwin et al. (2006) assert that women in these partnerships 
could offer a number of strengths to businesses, bringing new perspective and innovating 
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business practices for the better. Godwin et al. (2006) claim that as more women access power 
through partnering with men, “women, then, will no longer be forced to play by the rules, but 
rather, they will be helping to establish the rules as equal partners” (p. 635). Research should 
investigate the merits of Godwin et al.’s (2006) claims and other methods through which men may 
facilitate women’s liberation, focusing in particular on whether women who partner with men 
negotiate their gender in ways that, as Blake and Hanson (2005) claim, may liberate other women 
or if these women instead collude with men, thereby participating in the oppression of women. 
In addition and with regard to men, this study did not examine how communication about 
entrepreneurship affects the behavioral intentions of college men with regard to nonprofit and for-
profit entrepreneurship, but future research should explore these potential impacts. Hytti (2005) 
argues that by shifting away from defining entrepreneurship as an economic activity where 
entrepreneurs are heroes, entrepreneurship will be made accessible to a larger number of both 
women and men. Though often described as superman, captain, pioneer and warrior 
(Drakopoulou Dodd & Anderson, 2007; Pitt, 1998), these depictions of entrepreneurs are likely to 
be intimidating to men and women alike (Hytti, 2005). Future research should explore the extent 
to which entrepreneurship communication affects both men and women’s intentions to become 
entrepreneurs. 
Limitations. Although the findings of this study offer insight into how communication 
affects women’s behavioral intentions regarding nonprofit and for-profit entrepreneurship, it is 
important to acknowledge several limitations. First, the study did not use a pre- and post-test 
model. The use of such a model would allow a researcher to quantify how malleable gender 
identity is, based on feminine and masculine communication, as well as the degree to which 
women’s attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and behavioral intentions were negatively or 
positively impacted by feminine and masculine communication. This data would allow for greater 
evidence whether communication had an impact at all and if so, whether it had a stronger impact 
on women in the feminine condition or women in the masculine condition. To use a pre- and post-
test model would necessitate changes to the study’s procedure to ensure participants did not 
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experience survey fatigue. These adjustments might take the form of shortening the survey, for 
instance, or using a procedure like that used by Walker et al. (2011), where participants 
completed a survey, viewed a stimulus, and then, a week later, completed the survey again. 
These methods may lower response rates, so the benefits of the pre- and post-test model must 
be tempered against the costs of lowered response rates. 
Second, the vast majority of participants in the quantitative study were juniors or seniors 
(97%). These students’ perceptions of entrepreneurship may be different than from those of 
students who are younger and who are just beginning their academic careers. Freshmen and 
sophomores who participated in the qualitative portion of the study indicated that they would be 
motivated to pursue entrepreneurship that had a social mission; furthermore, they made more 
positive assessments of nonprofit organizations than for-profit businesses and viewed for-profit 
entrepreneurs as selfish. Given these results, it is possible that women’s views change as they 
mature and enter their junior and senior years. Perhaps it is during these years that women are 
exposed to experiences that convey even further that adopting a feminine gender role is difficult 
in masculine institutions. Future research should include freshmen through seniors in studies that 
examine undergraduate women’s attitudes, social norms, self-efficacy, and intentions to start 
nonprofit organizations and for-profit businesses. Future research should also study post-
graduate women, as many entrepreneurs initiate their businesses after college. 
Finally, the current study was based on data from an audience that was primarily White; 
in fact, 70% of participants were White or Caucasian. Relatively little is known about how 
entrepreneurship is experienced by women of ethnic minority groups. Robinson et al. (2007), for 
example, site the dearth of literature on African American women entrepreneurs’ experiences as 
a danger, in that social stratification, the result of institutional practices that segregate advantaged 
and disadvantaged socially created groups, profoundly impacts the entrepreneurial experience. 
To ignore the intersection of gender and social stratification ignores the complexity and the 
differences that socially stratified groups – including African Americans in Robinson et al.’s (2007) 
piece – experience when creating new businesses. This can be likened to the argument 
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presented in the current study regarding the need to include women and feminine voices in the 
very definition of entrepreneurship; to forgo inclusion means to limit women’s participation in 
entrepreneurship. Thus, future quantitative research should include an ethnically diverse sample. 
Summary. Because pursuing entrepreneurship would necessitate exchanging elements 
of femininity for masculinity, Ahl and Marlow (2012) argue that women are less likely than men to 
want to pursue entrepreneurship. The results of this study support that argument; women in the 
current study seemed to view the adoption of a feminine gender identity as incongruent with the 
masculine pursuit of nonprofit organization and for-profit business creation. Though previous 
scholarship and the particular theoretical lens of social feminism would suggest that altering 
language and imagery to be more congruent with a feminine gender role would allow more 
women to identify as entrepreneurs, findings of the current study suggest the opposite. Feminine 
language and imagery may prime women to think of themselves as feminine, which may lead 
them to view themselves as not masculine enough to be entrepreneurs. The applications of these 
findings stretch beyond engaging more women in entrepreneurship, but also extend to 
scholarship that investigates gender’s effects on women’s pursuit of other masculine careers, 
including STEM. Until the larger discourse on entrepreneurship changes to be inclusive of 
femininity, it is unlikely that strategies that feminize masculine institutions in controlled instances 
will have impact on changing the patterns of women’s entrepreneurial intentions. 
Final reflection. Despite the fact that the findings of this study indicate that masculine 
communication has a greater and more positive impact on women’s entrepreneurial intentions 
than feminine entrepreneurship communication, the results of this study do not suggest to me that 
I should ignore the negative effects of masculine entrepreneurship discourse on women’s overall 
entrepreneurial engagement. Rather, the results of this study encourage me to speak more loudly 
– to produce more scholarship and white papers; to engage in intelligent debate with colleagues; 
and to guest speak in more conferences, seminars, and workshops on entrepreneurship and 
women’s leadership – about the need to change the dialogue about entrepreneurship. In doing 
so, I hope to contribute to a pathway for women to identify as entrepreneurs who might not 
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previously have viewed themselves as such. To women who have the fortitude to become 
entrepreneurs, I intend to support their pursuits with the resources and networks that I offer and 
any mentoring that I can provide to enhance their resilience. 
Meeting women where they are – feminine or masculine – is important to empowering 
them. Thus, for masculine women who excel in masculine institutions, marketing 
entrepreneurship to them as a masculine activity is likely to lead to their enhanced participation in 
entrepreneurship. As Lewis and Simpson (2012) have argued, these women do not necessarily 
have an easier time negotiating their identities in masculine institutions. Educating these 
individuals to be self-aware and aware of the ways in which the dominant discourse on 
entrepreneurship oppresses women is critical. Education and self-awareness can allow these 
women to challenge systems and other men and women who oppress feminine or masculine 
women. 
In the epilogue of Unlocking the Clubhouse, Margolis and Fisher (2003) cite a quote by 
feminist Carol Gilligan about engaging women in STEM: “To bring women in is not just to rectify 
an inequity…it means to change the whole conversation” (as cited in Margolis & Fisher, 2003, p. 
142). The same can be said of entrepreneurship, and I look forward to being a driver of that 
change as a scholar and practitioner. 
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